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ABSTRACT 
A Study of Management Control Systems 
in Organizational Service Units of Academic Institutions 
and the Effect of Staff and User Participation 
on Performance and Service Effectiveness 
May 1985 
H. Oldham Brooks, A.A., Keystone Jr. College 
B. S.E.E., University of Vermont 
M.S.E.E., University of Vermont 
C. A.G.S., University of Vermont 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor G. Ernest Anderson 
The purpose of this study was to provide an assessment of the 
management control systems of service units in academic institutions by 
determining what degree of importance was attributed to the systems' 
activities by those who were participants in these activities. 
Further, the study sought to determine the currently perceived roles of 
the participants, what effect participation by staff in control 
activities had on their performance of job-related tasks and what 
impact participation by users had on service effectiveness provided by 
the service units. 
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Methods; 
Six research questions and three hypotheses were posed. The 
research questions focused on: 
1. what value the individuals studied attributed to the activities 
of a management control system in the operation of a service 
unit, 
2. what level of participation managers advocated for staff and 
users' roles in the control system activities, 
3. what level of participation staff and users described as their 
current roles and what level they perceived as the role advocated 
for them by service unit managers in the control system 
activities, 
4. what measure of change was anticipated in staff performance of 
job-related tasks as a function of both expanded and diminished 
roles by staff in the control activities, 
5. what measure of change was anticipated in service effectiveness 
as a function of both expanded and diminished roles by users in 
the control activities and 
6. at what level did the individuals studied rate the services 
currently provided by the service units? 
The three hypotheses postulated managers', staffs', and users 
responses to the fourth and fifth research questions. A management 
control system model for service units was derived for the study and 
its associated control activities were used in gathering responses to 
the first five research questions. Data were collected in person by 
the investigator, using four questionnaires; one each for managers, 
staff and users and a fourth concerning historical and current 
descriptive data about each service unit; data were collected from 174 
respondents, at a public state university and a private business 
college in Massachusetts. 
viii 
Results: 
1. The assessment of all the control activities, with the exception 
of recycling unassigned requests for service, was seen as either 
important or very important in the operation of the service 
units. The milestones in the sequence of processing requests for 
service, that is, documenting and prioritizing requests, 
monitoring progress on requests, and the evaluating of 
performance and service effectiveness were ranked highest in 
importance. 
2. Participation in the control activities was always greater for 
staff than for users, whether it was that which was advocated by 
managers, perceived by staff and users as advocated for them, or 
the latters' descriptions of their current roles. With only two 
exceptions, staff described their current roles in each control 
activity as greater and, conversely, users described their 
current roles as less than what they each perceived as advocated 
for them by the managers. 
3. Manager and staff agreed that staff performance would increase 
with expanded staff participation and would decrease with 
diminished participation by staff in each of the control 
activities. While staff generally anticipated greater changes in 
staff performance with their expanded participation than 
managers, managers always anticipated greater changes in staff 
performance with diminished staff participation. 
4. Similarly, managers and users agreed that the effectiveness of 
services provided the users would increase with expanded user 
participation and would decrease with diminished participation by 
users in each of the control activities. However, the magnitude 
of anticipated changes in service effectiveness were always 
perceived by users as far greater than those perceived by 
managers. 
5. The significance of the results caused the rejection for all 
conditions of the two null hypotheses regarding the staffs and 
users' perceptions of anticipated changes, respectively, in staff 
performance and service effectiveness with their varied 
participation in the control activities. Similarly the 
significance of the results cause the null hypothesis regarding 
managers' perceptions of anticipated changes in staff performance 
and service effectiveness with varied participation by staff and 
users, respectively, in the control activities to be rejected for 
all conditions, except for users' participation in the scheduling 
activity where the results caused the null hypothesis to be 
supported, as probably true. 
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6 While managers, staff and users all assigned high values to the 
timeliness, quality and quantity of services provided by the 
service units, the users considered the services provided lower 
by all three rating variables than the managers and staff and 
disagreed with the latter's assessment to the greatest extent in 
rating the quality of services provided. 
7. A large number of significant crosstabulations (p < .01) between 
variables in this study suggested areas for future 
investigation. 
Recommendations: 
Based on the findings, the following recommendations were 
presented to those responsible for decision-making within and the 
direction of, the service units: 
1. Resources should be allocated for the implementations of a 
management control system in service units where one does not now 
currently exist. For service units where a system is considered 
to be in place, a periodic evaluation of the system's performance 
and the level of participation of those who have an interest in 
its effectiveness should be maintained. 
2. Increased support for user involvement at the group meeting level 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning control functions to 
achieve desired advances in service effectiveness. 
3. Either afford a greater role for staff participation in the 
activities of the control system or demonstrate increased support 
for the role staff describe as their current involvement in these 
activities. However, the role of staff in the control functions 
should not be allowed to increase over their self-perceived 
current level of involvement without the support of management, 
lest the direction of the service units and staff performance may 
become more problematic than currently envisioned by the 
institutional community. 
As in all nonexperimental localized research studies, the 
implications for further studies are considerable, including the 
extension of the present study to either a larger regional or national 
survey, the inclusion of units' external managers and the investigation 
x 
of a more complete set of service units. Additional research under 
controlled experimental conditions of staff performance and 
effectiveness, and further development of the conceptual model 
applications should be considered. 
service 
and its 
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CHAPTER I 
A VIEW OF THE STUDY 
Introduction 
This study examines organizational service units in academic 
institutions by assessing their management control systems in terms of 
resource deployment, and the monitoring and evaluating of project 
performance. Furthermore, this study shows what effects staff 
participation in the control activities have on their performance of 
job-related tasks and what effects participation by users in the 
control activities have on the effectiveness of services provided by 
the units. 
The existence and longevity of service units as a component of 
organizational structure can be traced back at least to the days of 
Hannibal when the military first used support units with assignments to 
transport troops, find quarters and supply provisions. Gustavus 
Adolphus II of Sweden is generally regarded as a pioneer in the 
systematic use of support staff (Rhenman, et al. 1970, p. 30). Despite 
their place as a permanent component, at least of larger organizations 
today, it is the service unit's performance and rapid growth which fire 
most debates about their value. Peter Drucker's (1974) commentary on 
the performance of service institutions seems applicable to individual 
service units. He contends that the commonly held diagnosis for poor 
performance, i.e., "not being managed in a business-like manner" is the 
1 
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wrong description of their ills and states that: 
The service institution has performance trouble precisely 
because it is not a business. What business-like means in 
a service institution is control of cost... It is 
effectiveness which the service institution lacks. 
Effectiveness cannot be obtained by business-like behavior 
as the term is understood, that is, by greater efficiency. 
To be sure, there is need for efficiency in all 
institutions. Because there is usually no competition in 
the service field ... the basic problem of service 
institutions is not high cost but lack of effectiveness. 
They may be very efficient - some are. But they tend not 
to do the right things, (p. 138). 
Drucker's comments support the focus of this study, that is, an 
investigation of the control systems not as a study of cost efficiency 
and productivity, i.e. of production-line style, but the application 
of these control systems in service units- as they influence performance 
and service effectiveness. 
In an extensive study of how 'well organized' companies had solved 
their organizational problems Dale (1952) speaks of the formation and 
growth of service units. He regarded service units1 and their 
functions as phenomena which come into existence successively as a 
company grows. Expanding on the cause of this phenomenon Reeser and 
Loper (1978) use the example of a small organization where the 
1. The terms 'central service department', 'support unit or support 
staff' and 'staff or staff unit' were used synonymously in the 
literature with the term 'service unit'. Throughout this text t e 
terms 'service or support units' are used exclusively and to eliminate 
confusion quotations are transposed to this te™1“°£<y- „/“^^ists 
only quotations where 'staff' connotes an assembled body o£ specl^“tS 
in an organisational unit, as opposed to staff assistant 
to', are referenced. 
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necessary service activities, such as personnel, purchasing and 
maintenance, are performed on a part-time basis by members of separate 
departments and states that problems will begin to appear as the 
organization becomes more complex. 
First of all, when an activity is only performed as a 
sideline by individuals, it will not be executed as well as 
it would be by people who are specifically trained in its 
routines, and who give it full-time attention. Second, 
when an activity (such as one pertaining to personnel or 
purchasing is performed in two separate departments ... 
many aspects of the activity will be similar, but a 
different policy may be applied with respect to its 
accomplishment. And third, costly equipment and facilities 
will be duplicated when various separate departments 
independently perform services that are commonly required 
throughout the organization (p. 158). 
In order to reduce these problems, at some point in the 
development of any organization specific service activities will be 
broken out of the separate departments and grouped into semiautonomous 
supporting departments. Rhenman, et al. (1970) give the following 
reasons for the growth of service units and the rapid increase in the 
size of their staffs. New and increasingly complicated techniques, for 
instance, call for laboratories and developing departments, design 
departments and data processing centers. Departments for planning, 
budgeting and auditing can be regarded as signs of increasingly 
advanced methods on the administrative side, while personnel and public 
relations departments reflect the organization's new situation in 
relation to the employees and the community (pp. 31-32). 
Historically in the United States, the evolution of organizational 
service units in higher education can be traced back to the post Civil 
4 
War era. Prior to this time college administrations usually consisted 
of a president, a treasurer and the support services offered by a 
Par^—^^me librarian. After the war, when the size of the institutions 
began to grow, it was the faculty themselves who created, in the most 
generic form the first organizational service unit by selecting one of 
their own members to become keeper of academic records, the Registrar 
(Rudolph, 1968, pp. 434-38). By the turn of the twentieth century, 
schools had become highly complex organizations. This complexity 
resulted from their increasing size and plurality of purpose and, with 
this plurality of purpose, a demand for a greater variety of supporting 
services occurred. From the meager beginning of a part-time librarian 
and registrar's function grew the understanding that providing support 
services was a necessity. Until today, when the demand for support 
encompasses not only the more traditional services, such as admissions, 
record-keeping, library and personnel services, but also those services 
not even conceived of thirty-five years ago, such as computing 
services, duplicating, day care, handicapped services, and the 
provision of biomedical instrumentation. 
Definition of a Service Unit 
In his article, "Management Reviews: Assessing the Performance of 
Support Services In An Academic Enviroment," Braun (1981) states: 
The term support services typically is intended to 
designate those noninstructional areas of the institutions 
operations which indirectly support the instructional 
faculties. This area includes such units as physical 
plant, financial services, administrative computer 
services, and ancillary operations. However, the analysis 
• • • 
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can be extended to 
such as libraries, 
services, (p. 1) 
direct instructional support areas 
academic computing and student 
The current investigation includes service units that provide 
support, both directly and indirectly, to the instructional function, 
to the research, public service and administrative functions as well as 
other service units. 
For this study a service unit in an academic environment was 
defined as an organized staff assembled for the purpose of providing 
services in support of accomplishing institutional objectives by other 
organizational components and/or individual students, faculty and 
staff. More specifically, for this research, organizational support 
components were considered to be service units only if they had the 
properties of a formal structure, i.e., specialization, 
differentiation, centralization and formalization (Kimberly and 
Evanisko, 1979, pp. 274-75). That is, service units were required to: 
1. have an organized staff with particular skills, 
2. have specific purposes, 
3. have some locus of decision-making authority, and 
4. be large enough to support an internal management control system. 
One use of these properties in this study was as measures to 
differentiate between a central service unit and 'staff functions . 
"The former come into being when some specialized type of work is 
separated from the line departments and collected in one department' 
(Rhenman, et al. 1970, p. 18). An example of this application as a 
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differentiator was the exclusion, because of limited size and locus of 
decision-making authority, of sub-components of academic and 
administrative units, such as secretarial and typing pools, copy 
centers and laboratory shops. Also excluded from this study for want 
of staff requiring particular skills, were dining common units in which 
the majority of employees were students who worked part-time serving 
food. A second reason for exclusion of units of this type was that 
they are analagous to production lines, about which there exists 
abundant literature, almost all of which analyzes performance only in 
terms of productivity. An example of an acceptable unit included in 
this same functional area would be a centralized food service unit 
where the staff were composed of dieticians, food buyers, and menu 
planners and the users were the managers of each separate dining 
common. 
The skills of service unit staff were classified in this study in 
a manner closely analagous to those described by Sterril Cloud (1977) 
of NCHEMS. There were four categories of skills, listed below, with 
examples of those who possess them. Professional skills: accountants, 
librarians, therapists and physicians; Technical skills: photographers, 
computer programmers and precision model-makers; Crafts and trade 
skills: carpenters, plumbers and mechanics; and Work experience 
skills: security guards and clerks dealing with information and 
records. 
The above definition of a service unit and the properties of a 
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formal structure vere also employed in this study to assure a sample 
selection of service units which represented a diverse range of units 
while providing sets of units with similarities for comparative 
analysis (see Chapters III and IV). 
Background of the Problem 
Certainly the system, composed of service units, has become a 
large and important component within the complex structure of today's 
colleges and universities. Churchman (1968) maintains that: 
In general, we can say that the larger the system becomes, 
the more the parts interact, the more difficult it is to 
understand environmental constraints, the more obscure 
becomes the problem of what resources should be made 
available and, deepest of all, the more difficult becomes 
the problem of the legitimate values of the system. 
(pp. 76-77) 
What often appears to be the problems suggested by Churchman may only 
be symptoms or noticeable conditions caused by a more fundamental and 
true source of difficulty. Therefore, this segment of the text begins 
with a review and discussion of the difficulties, whether symptoms or 
problems faced by the system of service units in an academic 
institution, namelyJ their environmental constraints, allocated 
resources and legitimate values. 
To understand the environmental constraints on service units it is 
helpful first to be cognizant of some generally-held perceptions of 
these units. Lawrence and Allen (1977) appear to have described 
accurately the perception most commonly held where they state: 
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Support functions in colleges and universities, e.g., 
purchasing, physical plant, student registration and 
scheduling, are, as the term 'support' implies, usually 
viewed as of secondary importance to primary programs of 
instructions, research and public service, (p. 12) 
The unfortunate aspect of this perception is referred to by Peter 
Drucker (1974) who says that service functions should be treated not as 
luxuries or ornaments, but as supporting load-bearing members of the 
structure because their malfunction may make the difference between the 
success or failure of an organization. 
Another commonly expressed impression is that service units are 
given the license to operate as a monopoly, that is: 
The services are arbitrarily imposed. Usually there is no 
option in the matter of utilizing this service or some 
other one; the specialized services of a supporting 
department are utilized to the exclusion of all 
alternatives. Thus, the supporting departments, in effect, 
have captive customers. (Reeser and Loper, 1978, p. 159) 
The attempt to justify this license to operate as a monopoly is usually 
based on coordination, cost and/or control. Other impressions include 
those by the users of the services provided by these units, who often 
perceive the service unit staffs as being narrowly concerned with their 
own specialities and as impractical and indifferent to user concerns 
(Rhenman, et al. 1970, p. 46). Finally, good unit 'performance' is 
frequently seen as "an exception rather than the rule" (Drucker, 1970, 
p. 135). 
Surely there are many other perceptions, some more positive, of 
service units snd their staffs. However, the intention of the above 
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discussion was to explain the constraints imposed on these units, which 
are in many instances the result of negative impressions. Furthermore, 
in situations where these impressions are incorrectly maintained the 
perceptions may create constraints on the service units. From the 
perspective of the service unit, their staff often feel inhibited by 
their inability to get their plans, ideas and improvements accepted by 
other units without top management intervention. Another illustration 
of constraints placed on support units is the readiness with which 
management curtails their activities during periods of economic stress, 
and the constant and sometimes vociferous demands for 'pay off 
evaluation' of these activities (Rhenman, et al. 1970). However, 
Rhenman contends that despite criticism there has not actually been a 
turn against the use of functional specialists and that, "Such 
specialists are generally regarded as essential" (p. 47). If his 
contention is assumed to be correct, then it appears that Lawrence and 
Allen's statement earlier, that service units are usually viewed as 
"...of secondary importance to the primary programs of instruction, 
research and public service" can be considered as the primary 
justification for constraints placed on service units. In an 
introduction to Truckers' (1972) chapter, "Organizational Consideration 
in Educational Planning," Paul W. Hamelman points out the connection 
between being perceived as being of secondary importance and 
experiencing restriction on allocated resources for service functions. 
In general, university leaders have put primary emphasis on 
strengthening the basic academic departments on campus and 
have been reluctant -to divert scarce resources to indirect 
services and educational support activities - less 
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productive "overhead" items in the college budget, (p. 23) 
Where less productive is tied to overhead, this can be assumed, at 
best, to imply less productive in accomplishing the primary objectives 
of the whole institution and not the performance of the specific 
support service function. 
As the system of service units becomes larger. Churchman contends, 
the more obscure becomes the problem (or symptom of the real 
difficulty) of what resource should (or should not) be made available 
for the unit's operations (1968, pp. 76-77). The causes for the 
obscurity are outside the scope of this discussion. However, a cursory 
review of the projected forecast of limited resources and the 
increasing size of the service units does seem appropriate. As Morgan 
(1979) claims: 
Most projections for the higher education sector 
characterize the decade of the 1980's as one of enrollment 
decline with associated fiscal instability...the 
probability of budgetary decline in real dollars (adjusted 
for inflation) is high...institutions are likely to 
encounter a continuing erosion of their funding base 
without necessarily incurring dramatic funding cuts. 
...This condition could, of course, be dramatically 
accentuated by federal or state tax limitation measures or 
by serious attempts at the federal level to balance the 
budget, (p. 48) 
If the earlier statements about perceptions of service units by the 
institutional community are considered accurate, then it is easy to 
assume that these units would be in for more than a proportional 
decrease in allocated resources, due to the projected erosion of the 
Some service units could feel this effect institutions' funding bases. 
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more than others. A Financial Aid Office is an example, because the 
federally supplied administrative support moneys are determined as a 
percentage of the aid awarded. Others that could be affected are those 
units whose allocated resources are directly or indirectly linked to 
the funds assigned for support services in faculty and institutional 
research grants. Further, declining enrollments may have a mixed 
effect on the service units. Table 1 displays student enrollments in 
1980 and low, intermediate and high alternative projections for 1985 
and 1990 (Department of Education and Department of Commerce, Series 
P-20). A comparison of the intermediate projections with the student 
enrollments in 1980 shows full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment 
decreases of 129,000 in 1985 and 321,000 for 1990, while a combination 
of graduate and first professional degree enrollment shows increases of 
125,000 in 1985 and 107,000 for 1990. Those service units where 
enrollments exert approximately equal pressure for services, 
independent of student level, should experience a decrease in activity, 
while those units which tend to offer more graduate level services 
should experience an increased pressure for services and may have to 
adjust accordingly. Those units in 4-yr institutions or those solely 
affected by shifts in undergraduate enrollments should also experience 
decreasing pressure for service. 
The reasons for the growth in the size of service units, were 
given earlier in this chapter; they included the development of new and 
increasingly complicated techniques, the growth of advanced methods of 
administration and the evolution of new relationships between the 
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TABLE 1 
STUDENT ENROLLMENTS IN 1980 AND PROJECTIONS FOR 1985 AND 1990 
(FIGURES IN THOUSANDS) 
Year Total FTE 
4-yr 
Instn's 
Graduate 
Students 
First 
Professional 
Degree 
Students 
1980 12,097 8,749 5,108 791 261 
(Low alternative projections) 
1985 11,452 8,046 4,442 762 256 
1990 11,099 7,614 4,114 704 243 
(Intermediate alternative projections) 
1985 12,174 8,620 4,700 871 306 
1990 12,101 8,428 4.488 846 313 
(High alternative projections) 
1985 13,999 9,752 5,311 978 329 
1990 15,409 10,392 5,512 1,026 
350 
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organization and both its employees and the external community. Two 
additional reasons offered by Reeser and Loper (1978) are that, "The 
combined pressure from outside the supporting departments for faster 
and better services, and from the specialists themselves for wider 
scope and increased professional recognition, often causes the size of 
the supporting departments and the number of services offered to expand 
far beyond original expectations" (p. 159). In his book Managine 
Tpdav^s University. Frederick Balderston (1974) addresses the issue of 
requests for services by asking questions which still appear to be 
appropriate today: 
Before a university takes on a service or function because 
somebody, somewhere in the institution wants it, some 
questions must be asked: Should the request for the service 
be opposed or ignored? If it is to be performed by a unit 
of the university how should the service be organized and 
funded? Each of these questions deserves an explicit and 
carefully-examined decision (p. 75) 
In light of the above discussion of a projected forecast of declining 
resources for higher education, and considering that Lawrence and Allen 
estimated in 1977 that "support functions account for between 40 and 50 
percent of the total expenditures in most institutions" (p. 13), an 
additional two- part question appears to deserve an explicit and 
carefully developed answer: How are service units managed internally 
and how is the process of providing services controlled? 
By examining both the reasons and process by which centralized 
service units have developed and by considering critiques of their 
current operation, one may elucidate the problem: Why are the 
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'legitimate values' of service units frequently at issue? In his 
remarks R. L. Allen touches upon most of the reasons for the formation 
of service units: 
A concentration of staff specialists to one central 
department makes an internal specialization and the 
recruiting of more qualified personnel possible. This will 
lead to increased efficiency (not necessarily 
effectiveness). It will also contribute to uniformity 
which will also be valuable. Temporary peaks in the demand 
for service can be met, internal training is 
possible...(Rhenman, et al. 1970, p. 23) 
Allen continues by saying that this centralization, "...will lead to 
reduced flexibility" and "the advice of the staff specialists will be 
more authoritative since a central department has higher status" 
(p. 23). While the former effect is usually considered an undesirable 
by-product of centralization, the latter effect would be more 
acceptable if it were based on the premise that the advice was 
significant because it was a result of a consensus of a group of 
specialists and not because those specialists were in a department of 
high status. Frederick Balderston (1974) offers a description of what 
can be considered the unfortunate process by which administrative 
services^ have developed when he states, "...services in universities 
are in great part the result of accretion through time, rather than the 
2. Balderston includes in 'administrative services' those provided in 
the areas of student services, capital plant, auxiliary enterprises an 
general administrative services by units such as: Admissions, 
Registrar, and Financial Aid Offices; Planning and Physical Plant 
Departments; Conference and Medical Centers, Printing an ass owin^ 
shops and Transporation Units; and Accounting, Budget, Grants and 
Contracts, Procurement Offices. 
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result of consideration of the need, the cost, or the policy 
consequences" (p. 75). Braun (1981) addresses the question of how the 
services they offer have been decided upon "...most support service 
units lacked formally enunciated terms of reference under which to 
operate. They have simply developed de facto, over a period of years, 
an acceptable set of activites and, from time to time, additional 
duties were added to the list" (p. 5). If we assume the above 
discussion accurately describes the formation process of a substantial 
number of service units, the need for answers to the questions about 
management and control of service units, posed earlier in this chapter 
is justified. 
Referring to the value of the system composed of service units to 
institutional community, Churchman (1968) states that "no matter how 
marvelously a specific system works, in terms of larger systems it may 
not 'work' at all" and that "the true cost associated with any system 
always reflects the way in which the larger system behaves" (p. 76). 
Determining the value of the service units becomes difficult when 
faculty and students alike often question the magnitude of both staff 
and expenditures and often view their processes as constraining, 
harassing and bureaucratic, while at the same time they call for a 
greater variety of services and expect the institution to function 
smoothly. In many situations the overall performance of service units 
has not always fit well with expectations. This has often resulted in 
the questioning of the value of these units to the institutional 
community. Heterick (1981) says that "I am not at all convinced that 
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our administrative support services have kept pace with the improved 
quality and entrepreneurship of our faculties" (p. 3). For this study 
the offer of services of questionable value and conversely the 
questioning of the value of service units, will be considered symptoms 
of some true source of difficulty. While the cause may be attributed 
in some instances to constraints or even unnecessary manipulations of 
these service units by elements in their external environment, in other 
situations it is a reflection of problematic conditions within the 
units themselves. It is the latter, the problematic conditions within 
the organizational service units, that is the concern of this 
research. 
Statement of the Problem 
A review of existing literature confirms that a large volume of 
material has been published on the subject of control systems in 
organizations. However, for the more restricted sphere of control 
systems in service units, particularly concerning service units in an 
academic institution, there is a less definitive and disproportionate 
reduction of publications. Furthermore, in those works which do 
provide conceptual models and designs of control systems, e.g., Brian 
Wilson's (1979) work on "The Design and Improvment of Management 
Control Systems," the models and ultimate design of the systems 
described are usually applicable to production processing in 
manufacturing industries rather than to academe. While Wilson and 
other authors, e.g., Checkland (1979), in "Building Conceptual Models," 
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offer an appropriate basis for the conceptual modeling of management 
control systems in service units, no one has hitherto pursued this line 
of inquiry. The absence of any substantial body of published material 
on the management control systems in service units, particularly with 
reference to the previously described problems associated with these 
units, reinforces the need to evaluate the current control systems in 
service units. Further, since there appear also to be questions 
relating to the performance of service unit staff and the effectiveness 
of the services provided, there is an additional need to examine the 
currently perceived roles of participants in control systems activities 
and to assess whether participation in control activites has an impact 
on performance and service effectiveness. To provide a framework from 
which to conduct these assessments, a conceptual model of control 
system activities seems appropriate. 
To study the management control system of service units in 
academic institutions, it is essential to define the system and 
understand how it can be analyzed. In his chapter on control systems, 
Lawler (1976) notes that most organizations contain many control 
systems, such as those concerned with budgets, performance appraisals, 
regulations and procedures, and management information systems. And 
although no really adequate classification of control system exists, he 
suggests they can be classified according to: 
1. The kind of data gathered, e.g., financial, production or 
administrative, or according to: 
2. The purpose or purposes they serve in the organization, e.g., 
measuring performance in order to increase extrmisic motivation, 
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information for long-range planning or providing on-going 
feedback to employees about how they are performing their iobs. 
(p. 1248) 
The second method of classification, according to purpose, is here used 
as a first step in the development of a definition. The purpose of the 
managment control systems in service units is to convert requests for 
service into a delivered service which meets the needs of the users. 
The possible services are intentionally not specified, even in general 
terms, since this study includes a diverse range of service units and 
does not concentrate on one, or a limited type of unit, as so often 
occurs in the literature. 
The second step in developing a definition consists of describing 
the components of the management control system. An Organizational 
control system may be defined, says Kerr (1979), "as a set of 
mechanisms - both processes and techniques - which are designed to 
increase the probability that people will behave in ways that lead to 
attainment of organizational objectives" (p. 290). The ultimate intent 
of the system is not to control people's behavior, but to influence 
them to take actions and make decisions which are consistent with 
organizational goals. Analogies between management control and 
automatic process control can be made, but the latter, Wilson (1979) 
contends, is of little help in assessing the performance of a 
management systems and of even less use in the design of management 
control systems. For example, Lawler (1976) uses a 'thermostat model 
of organizational control. Wilson states about an analogy such as 
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Lawler's, "There is a crucial distinction between systems containing 
inert elements and systems containing as 'components' autonomous human 
beings* The major characteristics of human beings in this context is 
that they are free to attribute meaning to human activites, to view 
such activities in a particular way and to act accordingly. The 
consequence is that these higher levels in the control hierarchy are 
not simply more complex control systems of the same kind" (p. 51). 
Having made the distinction between a process control system 
(containing hardware) and a management control system, Wilson defines 
the latter as: 
... a human activity system, [which] continuously learns 
and evolves. It can be analyzed and 'designed' in terms of 
sets of ongoing activities and the structured way in which 
those activities are related both to each other and to the 
enduring purpose of the control system. 
where, 
The elements of a management control system are a set of 
roles and, although what each role-holder is responsible 
for can be pre-determined, how that responsibility is 
executed cannot be predetermined (p. 52). 
This model of the control function views the role-making process 
as continuous and always incomplete, as the participants and the 
organization adapt and re-adapt to each other. Employing Wilson's view 
of management control systems and the defined purpose of these systems 
for service units stated earlier, the following definition is used in 
this study: 
A service unit management control system is a human 
activity system composed of a component set of roles by t e 
'participants' in its on-going activities, vhere these 
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activities are used to initiate and direct the process of 
converting requests for service into a delivered service 
which, in turn, meets the needs of the user. 
The term 'to initiate' the conversion of requests is future 
oriented and refers here to the deployment of resources, i.e., in terms 
of the scheduling and allocation of resources to perform the task; the 
term to direct refers here to the control of the conversion process 
resulting in delivered services, i.e., in terms of monitoring progress 
and evaluation of project performance. A more indepth description of 
participants and the process of converting requests is offered in the 
root definition, (see "Conceptual Model Used in the Study") 
The study of the management control system in organizational 
service units is an investigation of how the on-going activities of the 
system are performed in terms of a set of roles of those participating 
in these activities. It is important to emphasize that while the 
management control system is an integral part of the service unit, 
participation in the human activities of the control system is not 
bound by the organizational structure of the unit. For example, 
participants may include both internal and external managers of the 
service unit, the users of the provided services, as well as the unit s 
internal staff. Since it is obvious that embedded in the activities of 
the control system is a decision-making process, those contributing to 
this process may affect the outcome as much as the person with 
designated decision-making authority. For instance, those who raise 
questions, those who fix and influence objectives, those who suggest 
alternative actions and those who analyze them, all influence outcomes 
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to a significant extent. 
it is assumed that the manager of a service unit may 
predetermine what each role-holder is responsible for, how that 
responsibility is executed cannot be predetermined. Different 
organization members hold views of how a particular role should be 
fulfilled. Repeating Wilson (1979), when studying systems containing 
autonomous human beings, "...we may assume that they are free to 
attribute meaning to human activities, to view such activities in a 
particular way and to act accordingly" (p. 51). Therefore, when 
involvement in the management control activities is open to individual 
participation, this participation may be based upon the views of 
desired outcomes different from those of the managers or the 
organization as a whole. 
Since a significant part of this investigation involved the study 
of staff and user participation in the activities of the service unit's 
management control system, three remaining topics need discussion: 
first, in light of the above statements, the appearance of a double 
standard by managers concerning participation as it may affect staff 
and user involvement; second, the role of staff participation and its 
effect on their performance; and third, how the role of user 
participation may affect service effectiveness provided by the service 
units. London (1976) in his book, The People Side of Systems, quotes 
H. A. Simon: 
The manager can tolerate genuine participation in decision 
making only when he believes that reasonable men, knowing 
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the relevant facts and thinking through the problem will 
reach a decision that is generally consistent with his 
goals and interests in the situation, (p. Ill) 
Further, Raymond Miles (1971) says that it appears that managers have 
what might be termed a double standard'' relative to participation; 
that is, 
Managers do not appear to have accepted a single, logically 
consistent concept of participation. In fact, there is 
reason to believe that managers have adopted two different 
theories or models of participation - one for themselves 
and one for their subordinates, (p. 291) 
Miles' statement is discussed in Chapter II and elaborated further in 
Appendix I of this text. The quotations by these authors indicate the 
importance of investigating what role managers advocate for staff and 
user involvements in the activities of the control system. Conversely, 
their statements also indicate the need to determine what roles staff 
and users believe the manager advocates for their participation in 
these activities. 
All viable, complex organizations contain control systems of some 
type. "Although in most formal organizations they are very visible and 
important," Lawler (1976) contends that "little behavioral research has 
been done on their impact" (p. 1247). This statement appears to be 
particularly true in the case of participation of staff in control 
activities and its impact on performance. Two works, Vroom s (1960) 
doctoral dissertation. Some Personality Determinants of the Effects of. 
Participation, and Porter and Lawler's (1968) Managerial Attitudes and 
Performance do address the impact on performance of participation and 
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role perceptions and are the bases for much of the discussion on these 
subjects in Chapter II. Vroom in his dissertation defines participation 
as: 
... a process of joint decision—making by two or more 
parties in which the decisions have future effects on those 
making them. The amount of participation of any individual 
will be the amount of influence he has on the decisions and 
plans agreed upon. (p. 9) 
In their conceptual mode. Porter and Lawler, (see Figure 1), show that 
role perception, abilities, and traits interact with effort to 
determine performance and that the most direct linkage has performance 
as the causal and satisfaction as the dependent variable. This latter 
relationship is mediated by rewards and the perceived equity of those 
rewards. However, it is the performance of the staff that this study 
was concerned with, not job satisfaction. These authors define the 
role perception variable as, "the direction of effort—the kinds of 
activities and behaviors the individual believes he should engage in to 
perform his job successfully," and that, "role perceptions deal with 
the way in which the individual defines his job—the types of effort he 
believes are essential to effective job performance" (p. 24). If 
service unit staff perceived that their role in the control system 
activities was a behavior they should engage in to perform their jobs 
successfully, and it was shown that this participation did contribute 
to job performance, this will be a sufficient finding. Since Porter 
and Lawler's studies used only managers as subjects, this finding would 
add expanded data to the performance theory and the validity of their 
model. 
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Of equal or greater unexplored importance is an examination of 
what effect user participation in control system activities has on the 
effectiveness of the services provided by the units on which they are 
dependent for service. A review of the literature reveals little 
evidence of theoretical interest and no research in the area of service 
effectiveness via user participation. Whether participation by users 
is permitted to occur or not appears to be a function of management's 
style and the type of service unit involved. Where participation does 
occur, it may be considered valuable only insofar as public relations 
are concerned, rather than for use in providing information as a basis 
for making-decisions. With the present popularity of user advisory 
groups and, in some situations, their actual participation in control 
activities, it was important to ascertain what impact user involvement 
had on service effectiveness. 
Need for the Study 
The system composed of organizational units is a major component 
within the complex structure of today's colleges and universities and, 
though there exist views to the contrary, they are generally viewed as 
being of secondary importance to the (primary) programs of instruction, 
research and public service. With the projected forecast of declining 
resources for academic institutions in the foreseeable future and the 
perception of the secondary importance of support service a significant 
problem confronting the husbandry of service units will be the 
constraints on future operating allocations. 
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Of equal importance was the problematic situation that the support 
services and overall performance of service units have not always fit 
well with expectations. While in some instances the cause of these 
less desirable results may have attributed to constraints and 
unnecessary manipulations by components in the unit's external 
environment, in other instances it was a reflection of problematic 
conditions within the operations of the units themselves. Where the 
latter conditions applied there was need to provide insight to better 
understanding of the service unit's operations. In particular, how the 
management control system and its associated activities were applied in 
directing the process of converting requests for service into services 
to meet the needs of the users must be understood. Further, there 
appeared to be no evidence in the literature of a unified study of 
'service units' and, therefore, no attempt to develop a conceptual 
model of their management control systems to provide a framework to 
guide investigations. 
To gain a more complete understanding of the management control 
system in service units required an investigation into the roles of 
those participating in this human activity system and into what affect 
these roles had on the effectiveness and delivery of services. One 
aspect of involvement in control system activities concerned what 
effect participation by staff, those role-holders directly involved 
with the delivery of services, had on their job-related performance. A 
second aspect concerns what impact participation by users, those 
role-holders directly affected by the conditions of service, had on the 
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effectiveness of this service and its delivery. Each of these 
questions needed and deserved to be answered when investigating the 
problematic conditions within service units. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to provide an assessment of the 
management control systems of service units in academic institutions by 
determining what degree of importance was attributed to the system's 
activities by those who were participants in these activities. 
Further, the study sought to determine the currently perceived roles of 
the participants, what effect participation by the staff had on their 
performance of job-related tasks and what impact participation by users 
had on service effectiveness provided by service units. 
Research Questions 
To reach conclusions in this investigation, it was necessary, 
first, to establish the criteria upon which conclusions were to be 
based and, second, to provide and test the measurement of these 
criteria. After a review of the literature, a series of initial 
research questions were formulated to develop and define the parameters 
of the study. The research questions were formulated as follows: 
1. What value do the individuals studied attribute to the activities 
of a management control system in the operation of a service 
unit? 
2. What participation level do service unit managers advocate for 
staff and user's roles in these control system activities? 
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3. What participation level do staff and users see as describing 
their current roles and the roles advocated for them by service 
unit managers in these control system activities? 
4. What measure of change in staff performance of job-related tasks 
is anticipated with an expanded role by staff in these control 
system activities? Conversely, what measure of change is 
anticipated with a diminished role in these control activities? 
5. What measure of change in service effectiveness is anticipated 
with an expanded role by users in these control system 
activites? Conversely, what measure of change is anticipated 
with a diminished role in these control activities? 
6. At what level do the individuals studied rate the services 
currently provided by the service units? 
These initial research questions are elaborated on in greater detail in 
Chapter III, with respect to their place within the research design and 
wording in the survey instruments. The respondents to whom they were 
addressed are also discussed in the third chapter. 
Objectives 
The following objectives were selected as a means of answering the 
research questions: 
1. To derive a conceptual model that describes a minimally necessary 
set of activities of a management control system for service 
units. 
2. To develop survey instruments for measurements of respondents 
perceptions regarding: 
a) The value of each activity described by the management 
control system model in the operation of the service unit, 
b) The need for additional activities missing in the control 
system model and the value attributed to each activity in the 
operation of the service unit, 
c) The level of participation advocated by the service unit 
manager for staff and user involvement in control system 
activities, 
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d) The level of participation perceived by staff and users 
as representing their current roles in control system activities, 
e) The measure of change in staff performance and service 
effectiveness as a function of both expanded and diminished roles 
by staff and users, respectively, in the control system 
activities, and 
f) The level of service currently provided by the service 
unit, 
3. To administer the survey to a population of service unit 
managers, staff and users. 
4. To organize and analyze the results of the survey in answer to 
the research questions and provide information to those involved 
in associated studies and those responsible for both 
decision-making and the direction of organizational service 
units. 
The resulting analysis and information will provide a basis for 
improved modeling of the management control systems of service units 
and identifying the variables that contribute to staff performance. 
Further, the research will provide a better understanding of the 
hitherto undocumented relationships between service effectiveness and 
user participation in the activities of the management control system. 
Conceptual Model Used in Study 
This study utilized a conceptual model that described the 
activities of a management control 'system' which was considered a 
component part of the 'wider system', the organizational service unit, 
and its external environments. A graphic representation of the 
organizational service unit as the wider system, its environment and 
management control function (system) is provided in Figure 2. The 
federal, state and private (environmental) sectors are shown as 
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imposing broad policy on and supplying resources to the institutions. 
As Hamelman et al. (1972) states, "Each campus draws its members from 
beyond its organizational boundaries. It requests and receives 
resources from alumni and/or legislative bodies and must answer to 
these external supports in order to survive" (p. 10). The institution, 
in turn, interprets these broad policies and establishes its own 
internally-generated policy directives and constraints on the service 
unit, and allocates resources for its operation. Further, the view 
offered in this graphic representation is that the minimally necessary 
components of the organizational service unit are planning, operations, 
control and ancillary functions. These four components are encompassed 
by the boundary of the wider system and interaction among all four 
components are indicated. Requests for and output of services to the 
users are shown as crossing this boundary. In most situations, but not 
exclusively, the requester and the user of services are one and the 
same (see Definitions of Terms for an example of an exception to this 
generalization) and on occasion the service unit itself may operate as 
both the requester and the user of its own services. 
The problem situation, for which the conceptual model was used as 
an analytical tool, was that of the internal operations of the service 
unit and specifically its management control system. The system 
methodology (Checkland, 1979) used to tackle this ill-structured, 
real-world problem assumes "...that real-world problems will be 
associated with systems of a particular kind, namely human activity 
systems" (Smyth and Checkland, 1976, p. 75) and can be analyzed in 
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terms of sets of on-going activities and the structured way in which 
these activities are related both to each other and to the enduring 
purpose of the control function. But as Checkland stresses: 
It cannot be overemphasized that conceptual models are 
simply models which will help to orchestrate a debate in 
the real world. They are not models of part of the real 
world, for the simple reason there there is no unique 
account which tells us what some real-world human activity 
is. There are only sets of different perceptions of any 
real-world human activity and Root Definitions and 
Conceptual Models provide a means of exploring these 
perceptions, (p. 48) 
He further claims that while: 
... manifestations of human activity are of a quite 
extraordinary richness and complexity, a model will contain 
a structured set of activities which expresses with great 
purity a particular view of the system named in the Root 
Definition (p. 42). 
In accordance with Checkland's remarks, this model defines one of 
many possible views of a management control system for service units. 
The following definition is more than a statement of the objectives of 
the system and incorporates the point of view that makes the purpose 
and performance of the system meaningful: 
Root Definition: A human activity control-oriented system 
which depends on the involvement of managers, staff and 
users in initiating, through resource deployment, the 
process of converting requests for service(s) from the 
institutional community and makes possible, through the 
medium of controls, the delivery of a service(s) which 
effectively meets the needs of the users, while operating 
under reasonable constraints and within limits of available 
resources• 
The 'involvement'' is considered in this study to by synonymous with 
'participation' as the latter is defined by Vroom (1960): 
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A process of joint decision-making by two or more parties 
in which the decisions have future effects on those making 
them. The amount of participation of any individual will 
be the amount of influence he has on the decisions and 
plans agreed upon (p. 9). 
The meanings of control and controls used in this root definition is 
important and consistent with Drucker's (1974, p. 494) definition, 
i.e«» control is synonymous with direction and controls is synonymous 
with measurements and information (see Definition of Terms). This 
distinction between these two terms becomes particularly relevant with 
the later delineation of human activities included in the system 
model. Further, it is assumed that available resources are limited and 
constraints are reasonable. The former condition makes ordering 
requests for service by priority a necessary activity of the control 
system. The latter requires the assumption that the constraints are 
sufficiently reasonable to avoid causing dysfunction of the service 
unit, though they may still result in a less than smooth operation. 
The management control system is shown in Figure 2 to interact 
with the other functional components of the service unit. The control 
function was treated, however, as a separate entity and was modeled as 
a set of activities independent of these interactions. The exclusion 
of activities from the operations, planning (interpreted as long-range 
planning as opposed to short-range planning, e.g., scheduling of 
requests for services) and other ancillary functions in the control 
system model was discussed by Wilson (1979): 
It is unlikely that there would be much disagreement about 
the definition of the boundary containing [the] hardware 
(i.e., the designed physical system) but there may be 
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considerable debate about what constitutes the management 
control system. Thus a major concern in analysis of this 
kind, is to define the boundary of the system under 
consideration and it is undesirable for this definition to 
be arbitrary. In a particular analysis, for example, it 
may be appropriate to include, as part of the management 
control system, those activities concerned with maintenance 
of the production facilities, or those activities concerned 
with planning (as opposed to scheduling) production. 
However, if the purpose of this analysis is to improve an 
existing situation, organizational constraints may be such 
that these activities have to be taken as 'given' and the 
boundary of the system defined to exclude them. (p. 52) 
Indeed, the magnitude of constraints on planning and the variety of 
operational methods in a varied set of service units which are to be 
studied from the point of view described by this model, predicates 
their exclusion. 
The evaluation of the management control system by those who 
participate in its activities and the determination of the impact their 
participation has on the job performance and service effectiveness was 
the purpose of this research. The purpose of the conceptual model 
derivation describing the control system was to provide a framework 
within which the research was performed. The model, therefore, 
describes the management control system in terms of the activities 
necessary to initiate and direct the process of converting requests for 
service(s) into delivered service(s) that effectively meet the needs of 
the users. The input-transformation process-output-feedback open 
system model of organizations in Figure 3 is well documented in the 
literature (Katz and Kahn, 1966j Nadler and Tushman, 1979). 
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In RUE Transformation Outnut 
J i Processes —- 
Feedback 
FIGURE 3. Open System Model of Organizations. 
When applying the above representation of an open system to a 
service unit, the input is the request for service(s), the output is 
the delivered service(s) and the transformation processes are the 
planning, operations, control and ancillary functions (systems) of the 
service unit. The wider system and systems are graphically represented 
in Figure 4, along with the first-level components (subsystems) and 
activities of the management control system. 
This model of a management control system, independently designed 
by this investigator (Brooks, 1981, pp. 12-16), is supported in the 
literature by the work of Robert N. Anthony at Harvard University which 
was first published in Planning and Control Systems: A Framework for 
Analysis (1965) and later in Management Control System_s by Anthony and 
Dearden (1980). His model establishes the boundaries of the management 
control system by defining three planning and control processes: 
1. strategic planning; 
2. management control; 
3. operational control (1965, p. 15-22 and 1980, p. 7). 
Furthermore, he distinguishes the difference between strategic planning 
and the planning that occurs within the management control component by 
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stating that: 
Actually, ••• principles of planning are generally related 
to the broad, important types of plans that we propose to 
label strategic planning; they do not relate to the 
recurring, systematic planning that we shall put under the 
heading of management control. (Anthony, 1965, p. 13) 
Anthony's model will be discussed in more detail, subsequently, in 
Chapter II, "Review of the Literature," where it will be shown that his 
definitions of the three planning and control processes are in 
one-to-one correspondence with the management planning, management 
control and operations control functions at the system level of the 
conceptual model designed for this study. 
In the delineation of the conceptual model. Figure 4, the 
initiation of the conversion process is represented by resource 
deployment and its associated activities, scheduling and resource 
allocation, where the surveilance of the conversion process is 
represented by controls and its associated activities progress 
monitoring and performance evaluation of the tasks necessary to deliver 
the service(s). Consonant with Drucker's definiton of control vs 
controls (i.e., "control" as synonymous with direction and future 
oriented, and "controls" as synonymous with measurements and 
information) there should be little disagreement with the 
representation of resource deployment and its associated activities as 
components of a direction-oriented control system. However, the basis 
for including "controls" components in the management control system 
was the feedback of progress monitoring and performance evaluation 
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information. The arrows shown in this figure therefore represent 
information flow and indicate the logical dependencies of the system 
components and activities. Informational connections (feedback) also 
exist between the (other service unit) system components. Thus changes 
in the functioning of one component will lead to changes in other 
system components but these are considered second order effects (Nadler 
and Tushman, 1979, p. 445) and are not included in the conceptual 
model of the management control system. 
To lend greater clarity to this view of the service unit control 
function, the activities of the subsystems are expanded to a second 
level of detail: 
1. Document requests for service 
2. Perform feasibility studies when needed 
3. Determine estimates of effort to complete requests 
4. Order requests by priority 
5. Project future availability of resources (human and machine) 
6. Match and assign projected available resources to pending 
requests 
7. Maintain a master schedule 
8. Recycle unassigned requests for possible adjustment to content, 
estimates of effort and priority 
9. Monitor periodically the process toward completion of requests 
10. Evaluate the performance on completed requests and the resulting 
service effectiveness 
11. Evaluate periodically the: 
a. value of resources (human and machine) 
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b. accuracy of estimating effort 
c. accuracy of scheduling 
These eleven subactivities will be used in this research to evaluate 
the management control system model. It is at this level of detail 
where the term "management" is used in the sense of control activities 
(London, 1976), that is, it is necessary to: 
1. identify objectives and set them in order of importance, 
2. design and construct a means by which those objectives may be 
attained, and 
3. measure from time to time the progress made (p. 29). 
This conceptual model is of a system described in terms of a 
minimally necessary set of activities derived from a particular root 
definition which expresses the purpose of the management control 
system. 
Hypotheses 
Since this research study was designed, in part, to identify the 
measure of change in job performance and service effectiveness 
attributed to staff and user participation, respectively, in activities 
of a management control system the following statistical or null 
hypotheses, were postulated: 
H ) The perceptions of managers indicate no anticipated 
* chap ft in staff performance of job-related tasks or 
the effectiveness of service provided the users with 
an expanded level of participation by staff and users, 
respectively, in each activity, identified by the 
management control system model. Conversely, managers 
anticipate no change in performance and service 
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effectiveness with a diminished involvement by staff and 
users in each activity. 
Hj) The perceptions of staff indicate no anticipated 
increase in their performance of job-related tasks 
with an expanded level of participation in each activity 
identified by the management control system model. 
Conversely, staff anticipate no decrease in 
their performance with a diminished involvement in 
each activity. 
H^) The perceptions of users indicate no anticipated 
increase in service effectiveness with an expanded 
level of their participation in each activity identified 
by the management control system model. Conversely, 
users anticipate no decrease in service effectiveness 
with a diminished involvement in each activity. 
In essence there are two parts to each of the hypotheses with the 
second part beginning with the word "conversely." For further 
discussion of the statistical analysis used in testing these 
hypotheses, that is to either reject as being probably false, or 
support as being probably true, their relationships, see Chapter III. 
Delineation of Research Design 
The nature of the research suggested a combination of descriptive 
and correlative techniques; the former to describe and interpret 
conditions that currently exist in the studied population of service 
units, the latter to determine whether and to what degree relationships 
are present between two or more quantifiable variables, and to test the 
hypotheses under consideration. Causal comparative methods, where the 
"cause" is not manipulated, were applied in the analysis of the effects 
resulting from managers' advocacy of different levels of participation 
by staff and users in management control systems activities and the 
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perception of staff and users about their own involvement. 
Population 
Seventeen service units and the individuals, including managers, 
staffs and users, currently associated with these units were studied. 
Thirteen of these units were located at the public University of 
Massachusetts in Amherst and four units were located at Bentley 
College, a private institution, in Waltham, Massachusetts. 
Procedures 
Four survey instruments, one each for the managers, staff and 
users and a fourth to collect historical and current descriptive data 
of each service unit, were designed and validated using a jury panel. 
A pilot survey was performed in June of 1982. The refined survey was 
administered in person by the investigator between August 1982 and 
April 1983. Each manager, staff and user contacted, with one exception, 
agreed to be surveyed, a participation rate of 99.4%. Only eight 
respondents failed to answer all questions on their questionnaire and 
of the 6,574 questions posed in the study only fifty-eight (0.88Z) had 
missing answers. 
The data were analyzed using central tendency and the frequency 
distribution of all variables, by subject subgroups and service units. 
Crosstabulations of all responses were performed and where statistical 
testing identified significant relationships between variables, they 
were presented. One-sample nonparametic statistical analysis was 
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employed in testing the hypotheses. Reporting of results and 
subsequent recommendations are included in Chapters IV and V, 
respectively. 
Significance of the Study 
While the study did not seek to improve the complete operation of 
the organizational service unit, the findings should provide a useful 
basis for better understanding the management control system by those 
responsible for decision-making within and the direction of, these 
units. Since the design of this investigation was concerned with the 
evaluation of control activities in service units not only by managers, 
but also by staff and users, and also inquired into the role of the 
latter in these activites, this study resulted in information not 
heretofore available. 
If Porter and Lawler's (1968) hypotheses of a correlative 
relationship between role perception and performance that was shown to 
exist for managers in their tested population (p. 115) was 
transf err able to the role of staff and its contribution to performance 
of job-related tasks, this will be a significant finding in itself. 
Furthermore, these findings will add expanded data to the so-called job 
performance-satisfaction theory and extend validation of the authors 
conceptual model. 
Of similar importance was the determination of what measure of 
service effectiveness can be attributed to users' participation in the 
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activities of the control system. If it can be shown, aside from its 
public relations value, that user participation leads to more effective 
services, this will be a significant finding. 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions are utilized during the course of this 
s tudy: 
Organizational Service Unit (in an academic environment): An 
organized staff assembled for the purpose of providing services in 
support of accomplishing institutional objectives by other 
organizational components and/or individual students, faculty and 
staff. More specifically, for this study, organizational components 
were considered to be service units only if they had the properties of 
a formal structure, i.e., specialization, differentiation, 
centralization and formalization. 
Management Control System (for service units): A human activity 
system composed of a component set of roles by the participants in the 
on-going activities of the system. Where the system^s activities are 
used to initiate and direct the process of converting requests for 
service into delivered service which, in turn, meets the needs of the 
user • 
Managers: The term "managers" is used instead of "management" to 
avoid any confusion with the term "management control system." The 
managers of the service units are separated into two sets by their 
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organizational location and by virtue of their role. External managers 
are those managers or administrators in the unit's reporting lines who 
have a role in the management control system activities by virtue of 
concern and sponsorship, if not outright ownership, of the service 
units. Internal managers are usually middle—level managers whose role 
in the management control system is predicated upon their 
responsibility for the unit's activities. 
Staff: These are all members who are functionally within the 
boundaries of the service unit, exclusive of managers. Their role in 
the management control system is usually prescribed by the manager of 
the unit, but how the role is performed cannot be predetermined. 
Requester vs User: In most instances the indivdual or 
organizational component who requests a service is, in turn, the user 
of the service. In some instances the requester and user may, in a 
direct sense, be mutually exclusive. An example would be a 
vice-chancellor for student affairs requesting that an I-D secure 
computer terminal for displaying biographic, course and grade data be 
made available for student use in a campus center. 
Users: Users are recipients, whether beneficiaries or victims, of 
the services provided by the service unit. For the purpose of this 
study they were limited to those members of the institutional community 
who have more than an occasional or peripheral dependence on the 
services provided. Their role may be prescribed by managers of the 
service unit, but how the role is performed, if at all, cannot be 
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predetermined. Furthermore, they may have a role even if the manager 
does not prescribe one. 
—ar^*-9ipet• A. process of joint decision-making by two or more 
parties in which the decisions have future effects on those making 
them. The amount of participation of any individual will be the amount 
of influence he has on the decisions and plans agreed upon." (Vroom, 
1960, p. 9) 
Performance: This refers to "how much successful role achievement 
(behavior) is accomplished. It is the variable that industrial 
psychologists are talking about when they use the term 
productivity..• the term 'performance' rather than 
'productivity''.• .avoids the somewhat narrow connotations implied in the 
latter word when it is used to describe physical output from 
employees. Performance is the end result of the application of 
effort," and refers "to a person's accomplishments on tasks that 
comprise his job." (Porter and Lawler, 1968, pp. 25-28) 
Effectiveness: "... relates to the accomplishment of the 
cooperative purpose.•• . When a specific desired end is attained, we 
shall say that the action (service) is effective." (Anthony, 1965, 
p. 27) 
Effort: "...the amount of energy an individual expends in a given 
situation. Of course, by energy we do not mean simple muscular 
In many jobs...this would refer to mental or intellectual movement. 
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effort the extent to which an individual concentrates on a given 
activity in the application of his thinking. Effort refers to the 
energy expended to perform some task, but does not necessarily 
correlate with how successfully the task is carried out." (Porter and 
Lawler, 1968, pp. 21-22) 
Role Perceptions: "...the direction of effort—the kinds of 
activities and behaviors the individual believes he should engage in to 
perform his job successfully. Role perceptions deal with the way in 
which the individual defines his job—the types of effort he believes 
are essential to effective job performance." (Porter and Lawler, 1968, 
pp. 24-25) 
Control vs controls: In the dictionary of social institutions the 
word "controls” is not the plural of the word "control." Not only do 
more controls not necessarily give more control, the two words, in the 
context of social institutions, have different meanings altogether. 
The synonyms for controls are measurements and information. The 
synonym for control is direction. Controls pertain to means; control 
to an end. Controls deal with facts, that is, with events of the 
past. Control deals with expectations, that is, with the future. 
Controls are analytical and are concerned with what was and is. 
Control is normative and is concerned with what ought to be. (Drucker, 
1974, p. 494) Many other definitions of control exist, e.g., Eilon s 
definition of control as referring to the "task of ensuring that 
planned activities are producing the desired results" (Lawler, 1976, 
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p. 1248). However, Drucker's definition is utilized because of its 
assoication with behavioral use and its distinction between control and 
controls. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The problematic conditions within the organizational service unit 
was the concern of this research and was limited to the investigation 
of their managment control system and the effects of participation in 
this system. It would have been idle to attempt to gather information 
readily available and capable of analysis on all the internal 
components of the service unit, i.e., their operations, planning 
(long-range), control and ancillary functions, at the same time. While 
some of the inherent problems associated with other functions of the 
service units may seem apparent by the response from the survey and 
resulting analysis, their identification was only tangential to the 
study. 
The study was limited to a small sample of service units relative 
to the total number of units in the academic institutions (seventeen 
service units and one hundred and seventy four individuals associated 
with these units). However, the service unit sample represents units 
with a diverse array of services provided, organizational areas of the 
institution where they are located and institutional type (public vs 
private), while there exists similarities between sets of units for 
comparative analysis. In the present situation where so little is 
known empirically about the common characteristics of different service 
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units, the sample size seems justified. Most researchers who have 
studied service units have in fact restricted themselves to an 
examination of certain 'typical' service departments. Rhenman et al. 
(1970) says that, "By far the greatest attention has been paid to the 
personnel department, to its function and its relations to other 
departments.” He continues by stating that, "any attempt at a more 
general analysis...is without any doubt hampered by the unsatisfactory 
classification system, or lack of a system." (p. 39) 
The survey was limited to questionnaires administered in person by 
the researcher. Where a mailed survey could possibly have enlarged the 
sample size, two factors precluded its use. First, were the 
limitations inherent in mail surveys, such as, loss of control over the 
sequence in which questions are answered and lower return rates. 
Second, was the inability to determine from a distance if different 
support units satisfied the definition of a service unit used in the 
study. The second would have required, at best, two iterations in the 
survey process, one to determine the fit with the definition and a 
second to survey for results. 
The last limitation of this study was that it was not truly 
experimental in nature. That is, there was no attempt to determine the 
staffs' and users' present roles in the management control system of 
service units and then to coordinate changes in their roles, i.e., to 
levels of increased and then decreased participation, when determining 
effects of participation changes on job performance and service 
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effectiveness. Therefore, respondent's replies about the effects of 
changing involvement in the control system activities are based on the 
assumption that they can extrapolate from their current roles or 
undocumented experience to the hypothetically changed levels of 
Par^icipation suggested by the research questions. 
Assumptions and Limitations 
Certain assumptions and limitations are inherent in this study. 
Among the assumptions are the following: 
1. The need for the services offered by the service units to the 
institution community has been determined and are real, i.e., the 
service units studied were well established within the community, 
though there may have been some debate as to the magnitude of 
resources assigned to the unit and its performance in providing 
these services. 
2. The forecast of declining resources for higher education was 
accurate for the foreseeable future. Therefore, with the 
prevailing perception that service units are of secondary 
importance, there was a need for better insight into the 
management of these units and how the process of providing 
services was directed and controlled. 
3. The correlative relationship between role perceptions and 
performance of job—related tasks, as defined by the Porter-Lawler 
model and supported by findings from their study of managers, 
also applied for the non-managing staff of service units. The 
degree with which the latter applied appears not to have been 
previously tested. 
4. Users, who have more than an occasional or peripheral dependence 
on a service unit's output, were presently more involved in the 
management control system activities of the service units than 
they have been in the past. Whether their participation was 
generally viewed only as good public relations or as useful in 
providing information as a basis for making decisions concerning 
service effectiveness was unknown. 
5. Since a management control system involves human activities, it 
was assumed, in the development of the model used in this study, 
that the behaviorally-based definitions of control and controls. 
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i.e., control” as synonymous with direcion (and future 
oriented), and "controls" as synonymous with measurements and 
information, was more appropriate than other definitions of 
control found in the literature. 
Liaitations of the study include the following: 
1* study wa8 implemented at a large public university in Western 
Massachusetts and a medium private sized college in Eastern 
Massachusetts. Therefore, it is subject to the socio-economic 
and geographical biases of the regions. The usefulness of 
information to individuals responsible for decision-making and 
direction of service units at colleges and universities of 
different types and sizes or in other locations and the results 
from the study must be judged within these limitations. The need 
for services at a university and college of these sizes with 
varied programs of instruction and research offered a diversified 
set of service units from which to conduct study. 
2. This study is not 'experimental' in nature; therefore, there was 
no attempt made to change any of the perceptions or attitudes of 
the respondents. Thus, the function of this study was to 
indicate the current status of respondents' concepts of 
management control system activities, their perceptions of 
participation in these activities and the effect their 
participation has on job performance and service effectiveness. 
3. Although staff and users were, respectively, asked to anticipate 
changes in job performance and service effectiveness with both an 
expanded and diminished participation in the control activities, 
there was no attempt to evaluate the degree of previous exposure 
to different levels of involvement. The results must be viewed 
in terms of respondents' extrapolations from their current roles 
or from undocumented experience. 
4. The survey of managers was limited to the internal managers who 
head each service unit. Although it would have been interesting 
to compare the perceptions and roles advocated by both the 
internal and external managers, to whom the service unit reports, 
the latter were not surveyed so as not to jeopardize access to 
some service units. 
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Outline for the Study 
The study was organized into five basic chapters plus appendices 
of a research study as described by Isaac and Michael (1974, pp. 
157-58). Chapter I presents a view of the study and includes a 
definition of a service unit and management control system, a statement 
of the problem of assessing the importance of control system activities 
and the effect of participation on staff performance and service 
effectiveness, definitions of the parameters of the study and an 
indication of its limitation. Chapter II reviews the literature 
relating to management control systems, participatory management and 
decision-making, and prior research pertinent to the study. Research 
methodology and design, including piloting of the survey instrument, 
are discussed in Chapter III. In Chapter IV, the findings are reported 
as part of the analysis and interpretation of the research questions 
and testing of the hypotheses set forth in Chapter I. The last chapter, 
V, summarizes the results and offers suggestions for improvements in 
service unit performance and service effectiveness, stressing the need 
for additional related research and further improvements of the 
conceptual model. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This view of the literature will furnish a conceptual framework 
for the research questions and hypotheses delineated in the previous 
chapter, from various theoretical positions and prior research 
findings. The three topics presented in Chapter I, "The Purpose of the 
Study,": 
1. management control systems in service units, 
2. participation of service units' staff in control systems and the 
effect of this participation on their performance, and 
3. participation of users in control systems of service units and 
the impact of their participation on the service effectiveness 
provided, 
were the focus of this literature search. Each of these topics must be 
understood within the context of a broader area for which a substantial 
corpus of research exists. These larger areas are control systems in 
organizations and participation in decision-making. Within each of 
these categories a narrower research area may be defined for which a 
reasonable level of literature may be found; these areas include: 
1. management control systems and 
2. participation in decision-making by managers, staff and users. 
However, for the three specific topics of primary concern listed 
initially, (management control systems in service units and the effect 
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of staff and user participation on performance and service 
effectiveness), a limited level of research exists. Furthermore, this 
investigator has found virtually no research about the latter three 
topics which was performed within an academic institution, In the 
discussion below, the literature relating to each of these focal issues 
is presented within the context of the larger issue of which it is a 
part. 
The search of the literature was initiated with an index review of 
thirty-seven periodical journals and computer queries of the Education 
Resources Information Center (ERIC), the Educational Administration 
Abstracts. and the index to the Dissertation Abstracts International. 
This was followed by searches of associated subject book titles and the 
continuing tracing of references throughout the duration of the study. 
Control Systems in Organizations 
In his review of control systems in organizations, Lawler (1976) 
elaborates on his statement that, "All viable, complex organizations 
contain control systems of some type," by stating: 
Small, poorly differentiated organizations typically do not 
have extensive formalized control systems. However, large 
organizations, where specialization of function exists, 
typically contain a number of normal well developed control 
systems. These are the organizations with the greatest 
need for control systems because they have the most severe 
coordination and information processing problems. 
(p. 1247) 
While Lawler acknowledges that no really adequate classification of 
control systems exists, he suggests that they can be classified either 
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according to the kind of data gathered or according to the purpose or 
purposes of the system. It is the latter classification, according to 
purpose, that Flamholtz (1977) employed in defining organizational 
control systems as: 
a set of mechanisms - both processes and techniques - which 
are designed to increase the probablility that people will 
behave in ways that lead to attainment of organizational 
objectives. This definition implies that control systems 
are goal-oriented: their ultimate intent is not to control 
people's behavior, but to influence them to take actions 
and make decisions which are consistent with organizational 
goals (p. 290). 
The important aspects of this definition of control systems is 
Flamholtz's distinction between the influencing of organizational 
members to take actions and make decisions as opposed to controlling 
people's behavior. One might assume that a review of control system 
literature and the interpretation of control or controlling embodied 
therein would support this distinction. For example, in his book 
Constructive Control Newman (1975) specifies that managerial controls 
are concerned with achieving results: 
These controls, however, take effect only when they 
influence the behavior of people. It is behavioral 
response, not the mechanics of a control, that really 
matters (p. 43). 
Lawler (1976), however, contends that there is confusion about the 
meaning of control in the literature, e.g., it is used to mean to 
direct, influence or determine the behavior of someone else. Because 
of this confusion about the meaning of control and the controlling 
recent sources is appropriate first, to function, a review of more 
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detect new trends in the interpretation of the term(s) and, second, to 
provide a basis on which management control systems will be discussed 
in this study. 
Interpretations of Control and the Control Process 
In 1957 Tannenbaum and Kahn based their research on the notion 
that differences in control systems within organizations will make for 
numerous and widespread differences in the functioning of those 
organizations and that, "control is the capacity to manipulate 
available means for the satisfaction of needs" and is "basic to the 
distribution of rewards and punishments within the organization." 
"Control processes," they continued, "are an essential aspect of the 
functioning of an organization." 
They help circumscribe idiosyncratic individual actions and 
keep them conformant with the rational plan of the 
organization. Organizations require conformity and the 
integration of diverse processes. It is the function of 
control to see that organizational requirements are 
properly met, and the ultimate goals of the organization 
achieved, (p. 127-28) 
The control and control processes as described, that is, as consisting 
of conformity, rewards and punishments, and manipulation of means, 
appear inconsistent with the intent of influencing (influence in turn 
being the power of producing an effect without apparent force or direct 
authority) actions and making decisions by individuals in an 
organization. In 1963, Beckett extended this concept by pointing out 
that control is often used in the sense of "boss, curb, dominate, 
enforce, forestall, hinder, inhibit, manipulate, prevail, restrain, 
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shackle and watch" (Anthony, 1965, p. 28). Actually, Beckett may have 
based his compilation of control descriptors primarily on Alex Rathe's 
list of fifty-seven connotations of "control" offered at a 1959 
symposium reported in Malcolm and Rowe's (1960) book Management Control 
Systems (p. 32). This does not detract from Beckett's point, since 
with the exception of the appearance of to "lead" and to "influence" 
the remaining fifty-five connotations represent a list directed at 
enforcing compliance through compulsion of some sort. 
Recent publications indicate a shift away from Beckett's and 
Tannenbaum and Kahn's interpretations of control and the control 
processes. However, examples to the contrary continue to appear. For 
example, Kelly .(1974) defines control as, "The methods used by an 
organization to police performance and monitor the behavior and 
attitudes of its members; the feedback subsystem" (p. 157), while 
Szliagys and Wallace, as late as 1980, in their discussion of 
organizational control systems interpreted the term control as having a 
number of meanings: 
1) to review, 
2) to verify, 
3) to compare to standards, 
4) to use authority to bring about compliance and 
5) to restrain (p. 322). 
A substantial number of other authors and researchers, however, have 
not only characterised control as a function of influencing members of 
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the organization to take actions and make decisions, but have, over 
time, developed a different perspective on the purpose of control 
processes. 
Although not necessarily the first, Rhenman, et al. (1970) use 
influence and control synonymously in their discussion of an 
organization as a system of behavior when they state, "By this we mean 
that it consists of components which in a complex manner, influence 
(control) each other's behavior" (p. 61). They continue: 
One reason why control is necessary is that the various 
components have their own specialized tasks and they have 
to be coordinated, for example, in a production line or a 
decision process. Coordination is partly achieved by 
exchange of information (control impulses) and partly by 
the storing of rules of behavior. In other words, 
different components play different roles. We define the 
role as the component's homogeneous, repeated action in 
cooperation with other components, (p. 62) 
In their definitions of management's functions, O'Reilly and Pondy 
(1979) support this association of coordination and information with 
the control process when they define the controlling function as, the 
use of information to evaluate and coordinate the direction of effort 
and allocation of resources of the organizational parts" (p. 120). 
Both Drucker and Buchele, the former focusing on the worker and 
the latter focusing on management, have extended the shift in the 
interpretations of control and control processes. 
Work is a process and any process needs to be 
controlled... . The first thing to know is that 
controlling the work process means control of the work, and 
not control of the worker. Control is a tool of the worker 
and must never be his master. It must also never become an 
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impediment to working. (Drucker, 1974, p. 217). 
While Buchele asserted that, "The process of control has changed 
dramatically in the past few decades, becoming a powerful influence in 
the increasing professionalization of management," he bases his 
contention on the relationship between the processes of planning and 
control. "As planning improved ... so also did control, because the 
two processes are so closely related. In this way, control became a 
constructive, forward-looking process focused on helping managers make 
plans work out successfully" (1977, pp. 124-25). This is an extension 
of Rathe's earlier idea that control results are useful for future 
plans (1960, p. 35). In their chapter on the "General Nature of 
Control," Reeser and Loper (1978) also subscribed to Buchele's 
contention regarding the relationship between control and planning, 
stating, "Control is most intimately associated with planning, ..." 
and put forth two points: 
1. Thus controlling is the corollary of planning; without plans, 
control would be impossible. And conversely, without control 
mechanisms, planning would be a meaningless exercise. 
2. The feedback is vital to the controlling function. After goals 
are formed and resources committed to achieving them, it is 
essential to have effective feedback of results. The most 
successful control systems employ feedback of probable future 
results, rather than past outcomes, (pp. 372-73) 
Nevertheless, these authors see problems, as did Drucker, in the 
applications of controlling processes, saying, "However, controlling is 
almost completely objective, with quantitative methods assuming ever 
increasing dominance. In the process, human behavior, resistance and 
attitudes seem to be overlooked, and the effectiveness of the function 
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appears to be suffering as a result" (p. 372-73). 
Although there are examples to the contrary, the sources cited 
above are representative of a trend in modifying the interpretation of 
the terms control and the control function from manipulation or 
enforcing conformity of members of an organization, to influencing 
members to take actions and make decisions which are consistent with 
organizational goals. 
There was no attempt in this review to trace the derivation or 
interpretation of the terms "control" or control process used in the 
different organization theories. These theories include the Classical 
Theory formed by Taylor and Fayol, the Social System (or Human 
Relation) Theory influenced by the results of Elton Mayo's famous study 
at Hawthorne, and the Open System Theory derived from the biological 
sciences. The interested reader is directed to writings by 
Roethlisberger (1964), Mockler (1972), Greiner (1979) and Hanson (1979) 
for discussion of the development of Organizational Behavior, in which 
these schools of organizational theories are embodied. Rensis Likert 
provides, however, interpretations of control which includes the entire 
spectrum of these theories of organizations. In his development of the 
linking-pin concept to solve the coordination problems of large-scale, 
highly specialized, departmentalized organizations, where the work 
group is seen as the fundamental building block, he defines four forms 
of organizations: 
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System 1: 
System 2: 
System 3: 
System 4: 
is exploitative - authoritative 
is benevolent - authoritative 
is consultative (manager consults 
with employees but keeps authoritarian 
structure of System 1 and 2) and, 
is participative. (Ford and Heaton, 1980, pp. 293-94) 
Likert also describes eight critical processes of an 
organization. His definition of one critical process, 'control,' may 
best summarize the interpretation in different forms of organization. 
At one end of the continuum is the interpretation found in the 
classical theory (System 1): 
Control is managed from the top and exercised in a 
punitive manner. 
At the opposite end of the continuum is the System 4 
interpretation: 
Control is spread throughout the organization and emphasizes 
self-control and self—guidance for problem solving. 
(Hanson, 1979, p. 103) 
Management Control Systems 
The focus of this segment of the literature review is concerned 
with: 
1) the more recently proposed conceptual frameworks for and 
the resulting models of management control systems; and 
2) the applications of management control systems concepts 
and models in service units. 
First, however, four general observations are made regarding the 
treatment of management control systems in the literature. Views of 
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these systems, for the most part: 
1. are portrayed as intended solely for the use of managers, 
2. are from the organizational or enterprise and upper-management 
level, rather than from a subdivision or departmental and 
middle-management level, 
3. disproportionately emphasize the financial aspect (accounting, 
budgeting, costing) even where other areas, e.g., production, 
personnel, data processing or procurement, are being considered, 
and 
4. are referred to interchangeably as 'management control," 'control 
systems" and the derivative 'management control systems". 
Evidence of these views are seen in works by Pierce (1961), Anthony 
(1965), Young and Summer (1966), Mockler (1972) and Koontz and 
O'Donnell (1980). 
Conceptual frameworks and models. This discussion begins with a 
review of the methodology used by Checkland, Smyth and Wilson, which 
was employed in developing the management control system model 
presented in Chapter I. This is followed by an examination of Robert 
Anthony's conceptual framework and management control system model, 
which corresponds structurally with the model designed independently 
for this investigation. 
"Models are simplifying systems" states Kelly (1974), "which 
represent a problem in terms of its structure but not its content" 
(p. 170). In an unpublished monograph, P. B. Checkland presents a 
general methodology which uses system ideas to find a structure in 
apparently unstructured 'soft' problems, and hence leads to action to 
eliminate, alleviate, or solve the problem, or provides an orderly way 
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of tackling hard problems" (p. 1). He summarizes his methodology 
by first declaring that it is "not a technique," "not a science," "not 
optimum-seeking" or "not utopian." It is hence not a methodology of 
systems design, only of conceptualization and design of changes. The 
methodology he continues: 
provides through system ideas a way of seeing diffuse, 
ill-structured problems in a patterned way, and tries to do 
so without distorting the problems in the way application 
of techniques usually does. It seeks not to be 
reductionist but to provide a conceptual framework within 
which many different aspects of problem situations can be 
accommodated, (pp. 28-29) 
The systems methodology for tackling "ill-structured real-world 
problems" presented by Checkland in his article "Building Conceptual 
Models" (1979) is "most succinctly expressed" (see Figure 5) "as a 
mosaic of activities which constitute a learning system used ... to 
explore and take action in the situation perceived as problematic" 
(p. 41). The methodology emphasizes the importance of recognizing that 
the activities in Figure 5 take place in two different domains. 'Above 
the line', in phases 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7, the activities necessarily 
involve interaction with the real world of people and their 
perceptions. 'Below the line', in phases 3 and 4, the activities 
consist of naming (in 'Root Definitions'), and then making systems 
3. Checkland characterizes hard systems (and associated problems) as 
having easy-to-define objectives, clearly defined decision-making 
procedures and quantitative measures of performance. In soft systems, 
however, objectives are hard to define, decision making is uncertain, 
measures of performance are at best qualitative and human behavior is 
irrational. 
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Figure 5. The Systems Methodology in Summary 
(Smyth and Checkland, 1976, p. 75 and Checkland, 1979, p. 41) 
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models of, some human activity systems which are judged as relevant to 
improving the problem situation (p. 41). 
In Chapter I of the current investigation, the problem situation 
was stated and the problem analyzed. The "Root Definition" was written 
(for a management control system in service units), the minimum 
necessary activities within the human activity system were described 
and these activities were then structured into a conceptual model. In 
developing the root definition given in Chapter I, Checkland's 
technique for the proper formulation of these definitions was employed 
and included consideration of the following elements: 
Consideration Amplification 
"Customer" (C) Client (of the activity) beneficiary, 
or victim, whoever is affected by the 
main activity(ies). The indirect 
object of the main activity verb(s). 
"Actor(s)" (A) The agents who carry out, or cause to 
be carried out, the transformation 
process(es) or activities of the 
system. 
"Transformation" (T) The core of the RD. A transformation 
process carried out by the system. 
Assumed to include the direct object 
of the main activity verb(s). 
"Weltanschauung" (W) The (often-unquestioned) outlook or 
taken-for-granted framework which 
makes this particular RD a meaning¬ 
ful one. 
"Ownership" (0) Ownership of the system, control, 
concern or sponsorshipJ a wider system 
which may discourse about the 
system. 
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"Environmental and 
Wider System 
Constraints" (E) 
Environmental impositions. Perhaps 
interactions with wider systems other 
than that included in Figure (6) above, 
these wider systems being taken as 
given. (Checkland, 1979, p. 42) 
This methodology used to create a root definition assumes, as is 
evident above, "problems associated with systems of a particular kind, 
namely 'human activity systems'" (Smyth and Checkland, 1976, p. 75). 
Work by Wilson (1979), "The Design and Improvement of Management 
Control Systems", had a substantial influence on the design of the 
conceptual model, step 4 in Figure 5, in the current investigation. In 
Wilson's initial discussion of the subject, he maintains that 
considerable effort has been expended over the last thirty years to 
integrate the design of process optimization, "seen largely as a 
steady-state problem" and control system design, "seen largely as a 
problem of dynamics." He states that: 
Much less effort, however, has been devoted to an 
examination of the nature of the higher levels in the 
process control hierarchy. Analogies between management 
control and automatic control can be made but these, I 
believe, are useful only as a means of understanding the 
behavior of the management systems. They are of little 
help in deciding what to do about the performance of the 
management system if this is below expectation. They are 
of even less help in the design of the management control 
system itself, (p. 51) 
At the beginning of most discussions in the management control system 
literature, the reader finds the commonly made analogy between 
management control and automatic control. Three sets of authors, 
Lawler (1976, pp. 1249-1250), Rue and Byars (1980, p 233), and Anthony 
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and Dearden (1980, pp. 3-7) illustrate Wilson's statements by their 
different uses of this analogy. 
In the work described by Wilson (1979) which applies and develops 
the Checkland methodology in the particular area of management control 
systems, the aim is a usable methodology for the improvement of 
existing management control systems, and hopefully, for the design of 
new ones (p. 51). At the core of his treatment of designing and 
improving these systems there is a crucial distinction between physical 
systems and systems containing as 'components' autonomous human 
beings. "The major characteristic of human beings," states Wilson, "is 
that they are free to attribute meaning to human activities, to view 
such activities in a particular way and to act accordingly. The 
consequence is that these higher levels in the control hierarchy are 
not simply more-complex control systems of the same kind." That is, 
"the management control system (containing people) is fundamentally 
different from the process control system ... in the following ways:" 
1. A management control system is highly adaptive, 
but not necessarily to a consistent and unchang¬ 
ing objective function. 
2. It is capable of self-organisation—hence the 
controller structure and mode of operation may 
change temporarily in response to particular 
disturbances [spelling as in British original!. 
. Decision-taking responsibility may change as a 
result of circumstances (for example, it may be 
determined by who gets what information first 
and the nature of that information). 
3 
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4. The set points to which various levels of 
management control are operating may be personal 
and based upon different views of the desired 
outcomes. 
5. The response time of any part of the management 
control system cannot be predetermined. It is 
a function of many influences. 
6. The elements of a management control system are 
a set of roles and, although what each role- 
holder is responsible for can be predetermined, 
how that responsibility is executed cannot 
be predetermined, (pp. 51-52) 
The relevant concepts in Checkland's methodology and Wilson's modeling 
of management control systems, other than those reviewed immediately 
above, have been discussed and applied in the section "Conceptual Model 
used in the Study" of Chapter I, with one exception. This exception is 
Wilson's claim that any model can be built as a hierarchy of systems 
explicitly derived from connecting root definitions (pp. 53-54). That 
is, he begins with the input - transformation process - output of the 
open system model, supplies a root definition connecting the minimum 
necessary set of activities at the next level (or subsystems) and 
repeats this process through successive levels. "Since each system (or 
subsystems) represent a transformation process there is a specific 
purpose to be pursued by the set of activities with the system 
boundary. ... Thus, the svstem boundarv represents the area of 
activitv over which the decision-taking process has authority" 
(p. 54). 
The final three steps of Checkland's system methodology 
represented in Figure 5 are included in the current investigation as 
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follows: Step 5, the comparison of the conceptual management control 
system model designed for this investigation with the analyzed problem 
situation, is discussed in Chapter IV where the model's eleven 
components are analyzed (first research question in Chapter I) as to 
their perceived value in service units. Steps 6 and 7, feasible 
desirable changes and action to improve the problem situation, are 
presented in Chapter V. 
As mentioned previously, the conceptual framework and management 
control system model,developed in Robert Anthony's (1965) initial work, 
Planning and Control Systems, and later enlarged upon in Anthony and 
Dearden's (1980), Management Control Systems, corresponds closely, both 
in structure and purpose, with the model designed independently for 
this investigation. Anthony in his initial work notes that, "The area 
of management labeled Planning and Control Systems currently has 
scarcely any generally accepted principles, and everyone in the field, 
therefore, works by intuition and by folklore" (p. vii). In 
developing a conceptual framework for his model, he asserts that 
"...there is nore than one planning and control system" in an 
organization and further that "The systems designer devises planning 
and control systems that will provide management with help in decision 
making and in the implementation of control of the decisions made." He 
continues: 
One reason for making this distinction between the 
decision-making process on the one hand and planning and 
control systems on the other hand is that this permits 
useful generalizations to be made about the processes or 
systems, generalizations that are independent of any 
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specific activity and that are, therefore, applicable to a 
wide range of activities. There are similarities, 
permitting the development of general principles, ..., even 
though the nature of the decisions made varies greatly 
among functional areas and between profit-seeking and 
nonprofit organizations. (1965, pp. 5-6) 
The primary generalization upon which Anthony bases his model is the 
boundaries of the management system. He claims that "management 
control, which embraces both planning and control is separate from 
"strategic planning" and "operational control" and defines each as 
follows: 
Strategic planning is the process of deciding on the goals 
of the organization and on the broad strategies that are to 
be used in attaining these goals. 
Management control is the process by which management 
assures that the organization carries out its strategies 
effectively and efficiently. 
Operational control is the process of assuring that 
specific tasks are carried out effectively and 
efficiently. (Anthony and Dearden, 1980, p. 7) 
"Thus, strategic planning is a process having to do with the 
formulation of long-range policy-type plans that change the character 
or direction of the organization" (p. 10). "...they do not related to 
the recurring, systematic type of planning that we shall put under the 
heading of management control" (Anthony, 1965, p. 13). Anthony admits 
that the definition of "operational control" is somewhat vague and 
states: 
It intends to convey the idea that operational control is 
to be distinguished from management control in at least the 
following key ways: (1) Operational control is concerned 
with task (e.g., manufacturing Job No. 5687; ordering 500 
units of Item 84261), whereas management control is 
concerned with individuals...(2) The tasks to which 
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operational control relates are specified, so that little 
or no judgement is required as to what is to be done; the 
activities to which management control relates are not 
specified, and management decides which is to be done 
within the general constraints of the strategic plans. 
(1965, p. 18) 
Further, they define two additional terms: Effectiveness is defined as 
"...how well an organizational unit does its job; that is, the extent 
to which it produces the intended or expected results" and Efficiency 
as "the amount of output per unit of input" (Anthony and Dearden, 1980, 
p. 8). The model is shown graphically in Figure 6. It should be noted 
from this figure that Anthony includes information handling 
(processing) as did Merton (1940), Eilon (1962) and O'Reilly and Pondy 
(1979), which is often ignored by many authors. Anthony and Dearden 
(1980) state, furthermore that, "The success or failure of the 
management control process depends on the personal characteristics of 
the managers, their judgement, their knowledge, their ability to 
influence others" (p. 16). 
Service unit applications. Since the literature for the most 
part, has offered views of management control systems from the 
organizational or upper-management level, rather than from a 
subdivision or departmental and middle management level, and further, 
the treatment emphasizes disproportionately the financial aspects of 
control (accounting, budgeting, etc.), limited investigations exist 
concerning application of these systems at the service unit level and 
virtually no research exists within service units in academic 
institutions. In most texts and papers published on the topic of 
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Internally Oriented ProcesaPB 
Externally Oriented Process 
Financial Accounting 
. Planning and Control in Organizations 
(Anthony, 1965, p. 22) 
Figure 6 
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management control systems, the secondary topic of discussion is the 
accounting and/or budget function(s). Concern, however, has not been 
found to be directed at the operation of the accounting or budget units 
or departments, but instead on the application of financial controls at 
the higher organizational levels. In Budde's (1979) book on Measuring 
Performance in Human Service Systems, he relegates a scant two pages to 
a section on "Management Control Systems" and states, "There are those 
that are used to guarantee that consumer needs are met and those that 
are used only for personal gratification" (p. 169). 
One does, however, find some instances in the literature where 
management control systems are applied to specific service unit types. 
Most prevalent is their application in data processing departments. In 
a major subsection, "Management Controls," Nolan (1982) provides his 
version of a "Production Services Management Control System" (p. 264). 
His system model shown in Figure 7 has three levels, similar to 
Anthony's model. The top level is "Planning," next is "Management 
Control" and the lower level is "Operational Control."^ While Nolan 
does not define "Planning," he does define the components of 
"Management Control" (performance management, resource management, 
situation management and audit) and the components of Operational 
Control" (work flow management, inventory management, resource 
monitoring, documentation library, stability management and security). 
Abbreviated versions of the four "Management Control" components are. 
Perform*"**** management is a set of monitoring,^ tracking, 
and control systems which manage the data center s delivery 
of services. 
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Resource management systems monitor, control and allocate 
individual system resources. 
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Situation management includes all of the procedures and 
controls required to insure that the data center operates 
in a predictable, trouble-free manner. 
Audit (includes) various review procedures (to) help the 
data center determine how well it is operating and managing 
itself according to its own standards, (p. 265-67) 
Two distinctions between Nolan's model and Anthony's model should be 
pointed out. First, the former has a hierarchical structure with no 
direct connection between "Operational Control" and "Planning" and the 
latter has this connection; second, the flow shown by arrowed lines is 
from the bottom-up in the former's model and top-down in the latter's 
model. However, neither author defines the meaning of the flow. For 
example, does it indicate the flow of directions, information, or the 
decision-making process? 
Anthony's conceptual framework and systems model were used as the 
foundation of a project, "Management Guidance for Developing and 
Installing an ADP Performance Management Program for the General 
Services Administration (1977). The project writers (names not given) 
state that, "Performance management can be thought of as but one such 
organization program used in planning and control processes and 
proceed to develop apropriate "Strategic Planning Programs," 
"Management Control Programs" and "Operational Control Programs" for 
their particular service unit application (pp. 5-7). It is from this 
work that the author of this current investigation derived the measures 
of "effectiveness of service" used in the survey, that is, i t , 
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"timeliness," "quality" and "quantity" (p. 6), to address research 
question 6, Chapter I. 
The only literature located that dealt with service units in an 
academic institution was Braun's 1981 paper delivered at the meeting of 
American Institute for Decision Sciences, entitled "Management Reviews: 
Assessing the Performance of Support Services in an Academic 
Environment*" Unfortunately, the survey and review concentrated on, 
such things as, departmental expenditures and revenues, staff counts by 
categories, salary expenditures, organization structure and reporting 
structures* 'One point of interest was a Steering Committee's approach 
to evaluating each department's "Terms of Reference." Braun quotes the 
Steering Committee: 
Therefore the question no longer is "What should the unit 
be doing?" but rather, given the existing terms of 
reference, "How well is the unit accomplishing its 
objectives?" The user groups which we survey may, in many 
cases, wish to address the issue of what the unit should be 
doing rather than restricting their comments to the issue 
of performance within the boundaries of the terms of 
reference which have now been established, (p. 19) 
Restricting the survey to the boundaries of the terms of reference 
would result in perceptions of service unit s efficiency, not their 
effectiveness. That is, from Drucker's (1974, p. 45) 
definitions: "Efficiency—is concerned with doing things right. 
Effectiveness is doing the right things. 
76 
Participation in Decision-Making 
There is a voluminous amount of literature on the subject of 
participation, particularly in regard to the motivation of individuals 
and the accompanying theories, models and research concerning the 
participation-motivation relationship. Inclusion of even a cursory 
review of associated literature pertaining to this relationship would 
require no less than an additional chapter. Therefore, the following 
review includes only selected material related directly to topics under 
consideration in the current investigation. These topics include: 
- interpretations of participation, 
- its effects in relationships to control systems, 
- providing a method (or scale) for measuring perceptions of 
participation by those associated with service units, 
- the effects of participation by staff on their job-related 
performance and 
- the impact of user participation on service effectiveness provided 
by the service units. 
Interpretation of Participation 
The research literature provides numerous definitions of the term 
"participation." In his doctoral dissertation Vroom (1960 notes that 
participation has been "used in a number of ways and has seldom been 
clearly defined (p. 9). Supporting this statement, Wood (1973, p. 284) 
offers several illustrations; that is, where researchers have defined 
participation as "joint decision-making by two or more parties; the 
amount of talking or other demonstrative behaviors; and the amount of 
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influence exercised." In Tannenbaum's 1966 book "Social Psychology of 
the Work Organization" and eleven years after Tannenbaum and Kahn 
characterized the function of control processes as circumscribing 
idiosyncratic individual actions and keeping them conformant with the 
rational plan of the organization, he defines participation as "the 
formal involvement of members in the exercise of control, usually 
through decision making in group meetings" (p. 85). In his research, 
Vroom uses a definition of participation, discussed subsequently, 
defined in terms of influence in joint decision-making. However, he 
warns that influence "... should be distinguished from such concepts 
as influence and control. The latter terms are much more inclusive 
since they refer also to influence exerted in situations other than 
those involving joint decision-making" (1960, pp. 9-10). Tannenbaum's 
definition above is also more restrictive than other definitions found 
in literature in that it tends to limit the possible range of 
participation which may not include group meetings. He himself appears 
to acknowledge or compensate for this restriction when discussing the 
"Dynamics of Participation": 
The character of participation can vary widely. It may 
imply nothing more than a long supervisor who considers the 
feelings and ideas of his men before making decisions, or 
it may refer to a formal and pervasive system of delegation 
that involves substantial influence of subordinates. Group 
meetings, for the exchange of ideas and the exercise of 
influence, may also be part of the process. But, 
essentially, it is a matter of some degree of control by 
subordinates over work-related matters. (1966, p. 98) 
Regardless of the structure or framework in which participation 
occurs, there appears a common theme of a "democratic process 
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characterized in terms of sharing. It is not surprising that Webster's 
dictionary defines participation almost exclusively by this 
characteristic. 
Participation: the act or state of participating, or 
sharing in common with others; to have or take part or 
share with others (in some activity, enterprise, etc.); to 
give a share of; acting together; to have a share in common 
with others; Svn:share 
In Vroom's 1960 discussion of the concept of participation he 
finds it important to distinguish between democratic leadership, group 
decisions and participation, "since there are some differences in these 
concepts and in the way they have been used by different researchers." 
He considers democratic leadership as one of the more general of these 
concepts and claims: 
It has usually been used to refer to a number of leader 
activities, the central one of which is involving group 
members in decision-making. Other activities sometimes 
included are working with the group and objectivity in 
praise and criticism, (p. 8) 
Although the term "group decision" has been used widely, Vroom 
maintains "investigators do not agree on the specific leadership 
processes subsumed by the concept.” In defending this statement he 
uses two illustrations. Kurt Lewin's work on democratic vs. 
autocratic leadership in which group decision "refers to a group 
discussion accompanied by individual decisions about future actions. 
While Ayesha Maier uses the term to "refer to decisions made by group 
members on group problems" (pp. 8-9). The distinction is clear when 
one notes that Lewin was studying individuals in conflict with the 
79 
group; that is, how the individual was to "satisfy one's own individual 
needs without losing membership and status within the group" (Lewin 
quoted by Pfiffner and Sherwood, 1963, p. 434). Vroom's position is 
that participation is "somewhat more restrictive than either democratic 
leadership or group decision. It includes the central core of these 
two concepts without adding other properties which may have different 
psychological effects" (1960, p. 9). 
In Vroom and Yetton's 1973 book Leadership and Decision-Making. 
they state that "The term participation has been used in a number of 
different ways. Perhaps the most influential have been those of 
French, Israel and As (1960) and Vroom (I960)," (p. 12) who defined: 
Participation as a process of joint decision-making by two 
or more parties in which the decisions have future effects 
on those making them. 
and; 
The amount of participation of any individual will be the 
amount of influence he has on the decisions and plans 
agreed upon. (Vroom, 1960, p. 9) 
The literature provides numerous arguments for and against 
subordinate's participation in joint decision-making and effects of 
pseudo-participation in methods offered by management. In response to 
the points raised, Kelly (1974, p. 185) asks "The pay-off for adopting 
participative maangement being so high, what prevents immediate general 
adoption?" Two suggested answers to this question are discussed in 
Tannenbaum's (1966) "Management's Resistance to Change" and Miles' 
(1975) theory that managers have adopted two different theories or 
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models of participation—one for themselves and one for their 
subordinates. While these issues regarding participation are not 
directly germane to the research, an inquisitive reader is directed to 
Appendix I for a fuller discussion than can be presented here. 
It should be possible," declare Vroom and Yetton, to "define 
leader behavior representing clear alternative processes for making 
decisions that can be related to the amount of participation each 
process affords the managers' subordinates" (p. 12). A model by Vroom 
which describes alternative processes for making decisions is discussed 
subsequently and provides the basis for the levels of participation 
employed in this study. 
Managers' Leadership Style and a Scale for Measurement 
of Staff and User Participation in Decision-making 
One objective of this literature review was a search for a method 
or scale with which to measure perceptions of service unit managers, 
staff and users concerning participation by staff and users in the 
activities of a management control system. Concern about participation 
in decision-making leads to consideration of leadership styles. In his 
chapter on "Leadership", Vroom (1976) states, "One of the most 
persistent and controversial issues in the study of leadership concerns 
participation by subordinates in decision-making" (p. 1538). 
While the classic 1939 Lewin, Lippitt and White study of 
leadership in boys' groups may have provided the initiative, interest 
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in the behavior of leaders in their leadership roles began in earnest 
during the late 1940's with its locus of research centered essentially 
at Ohio State University and the University of Michigan. To review the 
momentous amount of research and findings initiated by the Ohio State 
and Michigan studies would be foolhardy considering the stated 
objective. Instead, works by Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958 and 1973), 
Vroom's (1959 doctoral dissertation and 1976 publication), Vroom and 
Yelton (1973) and Wood (1973) appears to provide the framework for 
measuring perceived participation. 
Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) argued that there was a continuum of 
behavior that a manager may employ depending on the particular 
situation. They describe seven leadership styles; ranging from the 
manager's making a decision and announcing it, to his permitting 
subordinates to contribute within leader-defined limits as shown in 
Figure 8. "The Ohio State and Michigan studies" mentioned above implied 
that the manager should concentrate on the 'people part' of the 
organisation," claims Ford and Heaton (1980) and that according to the 
results of these studies, "managers should move as far to the right 
side of the continuum (represented in Figure 8) as they comfortably 
can" (p. 332). 
It is illustrative to note, fifteen years after its original 
publication, how Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1973) view, in retrospect, the 
content of their "How to Choose a Leadership Pattern" paper. In a 
republication of their Harvard Business—Reyiqy-C lassie, they begin, 
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While the article s continued popularity attests to its essential 
validity, we believe it can be reconsidered and updated to reflect 
subsequent societal changes and new management concepts" (p. 166). The 
original article, "portrayed the manager as the principal and almost 
unilateral actor. He initiated and determined group functions, assumed 
responsibility and exercised control. ... it is he who decided where 
to operate on the continuum." They acknowledge that this prerogative 
has been retained by managers in many organizations, but "it has been 
challenged in others." That is, "the balance in the relationship 
between managers and subordinates at any given time is arrived at by 
interaction-direct or indirect between the two parties." This 
interaction they perceive as interdependency occurring in: 
1. the interplay between the manager's confidence in his 
subordinates, their readiness to assume responsibility, and the 
level of group effectiveness; and 
2. the impact of the behavior of the manager on that of his 
subordinates, and visa versa (p. 165). 
A revised version of plausible interactions as perceived by Tannenbaum 
and Schmidt is displayed in Figure 9, a "Continuum of 
Manager—Nonmanager Behavior." The basis for additional changes 
indicated in this figure and revisions of the conceptual framework of 
their model are as follows: 
1. Replacement of "subordinate" with "nonmanager." 
They were "uncomfortable with subordinate because of 
its demeaning, dependency laden connotations and 
prefer nonmanager." 
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2. Replacement of "Boss-centered and Subordinate-centered 
leadership with Manager and Nonmanager power and 
influence." 
They contend that "our concern with cooperation and 
collaboration, common goals, commitment, trust and 
mutual caring limited our vision with respect to the 
realities of power." 
3. Replacement of "Use of authority by the manager" with 
"Area of freedom for managers." 
See (4) below. 
4. They acknowledge new organizational modes based on 
observations, such as: 
a) Both manager and nonmanagers may be governing 
forces in their group's environment, contributing 
to the definition of the total area of freedom. 
b) A group can function without a manager, with 
managerial functions being shared by group members. 
c) A group as a unit, can be delegated authority and 
can assume responsibility within a larger organi¬ 
zational context. 
They assumed fairly traditional organizational 
structures originally and would now alter their 
"formulation to reflect newer organizational 
modes ... such as industrial democracy, intentional 
communities and phenomenarchy." 
5. They acknowledge that organizations do not exist in a 
vacuum but are affected by changes that occur in society 
such as: 
a) The youth revolution; 
b) the civil rights movement; 
c) the ecology and consumer movement; and 
d) the increasing national concern with the quality of 
working life and its relationship to worker 
productivity, participation and satisfaction. 
(pp. 165-67) 
It is apparent that in 1973 these authors had not yet considered the 
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affect on organizations by the "women's equal rights" movement. 
In Wood's view of "Group Decision-Making Process(es)," he presents 
an alternative approach to subordinate participation which 
conceptualizes group decision-making as a process comprised of phases 
in which organizational members may have an opportunity to take part. 
...formulation of the process incorporates three phases, — generation, 
evaluation, and choice of alternative resolutions of the decision 
issue (stress is mine). Wood continues by discussing variations of 
the three phases of group decision-making, that is, "... 
complete-process participation and forms of group decision-making where 
subordinates take part in only one or two phases" (1973, p. 284). He 
provides results of the effects of subordinate participation from a 
1972 unpublished doctoral dissertation by M. R. Cooper at Ohio State 
University. 
Laboratory research has shown that complete-process group 
decision-making generates higher levels of subordinate 
influence than does partial group decision-making. ... 
Influence also depends on the particular phase in which 
members participate. Group members who participated only 
in generating alternatives perceived their influence as 
slightly higher than did members who only evaluated 
alternative; members involved only in final alternative 
choice described their influence as significantly greater 
than did participants in either of the other phases. 
(p. 285) 
Wood and other authors furnish examples of partial-process 
participation such as a leader seeking "generation of alternatives," 
submitting "a fixed set of alternatives to group evaluation" or 
involvement of "subordinates in only generation and evaluation." Wood 
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uses a well known source as an example to illustrate a leader's use of 
the partial-process and leaves it to the reader to evaluate the 
possible consequences that may occur if elements of the 
complete—process are bypassed. 
I would not think of making a decision by going around the 
table and then deciding on the basis of how everyone felt. 
Of course, I like to hear everyone, but then I go off alone 
and decide. The decisions that are important must be made 
alone. [Richard M. Nixon]. (Wood, 1973, p. 284) 
Victor H. Vroom incorporated a similar decision—phase concept in 
developing a model of organizational decision-making. In his doctoral 
dissertation at the University of Michigan "Some Personality 
Determinants of the Effects of Participation," published in 1960 as a 
Ford Foundation series award winner, he provided the original thoughts 
for his eventual decision-making model. In a re-examination of the 
concepts of participation, Vroom states, "There was some evidence to 
suggest that the positive correlation between participation and 
performance was due not only to the positive effects of joint 
decision-making but also to the negative effects of the alternative 
decision-making processes which are associated with the absence of 
participation" (1960, p. 69). To examine the alternative processes, he 
offered three possible "mechanisms within a group, consisting of a 
supervisor and one of his subordinates, for the making of decisions 
which have future effects on both persons." The three possibilities 
were: 
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1. The supervisor can make the decision and issue an 
order to the subordinate, 
2. The supervisor can delegate the decision to the 
subordinate, 
3. The supervisor and subordinate can make a joint 
decision, (p. 69) 
Since the definition of participation upon which he based his research 
was that of French, Israel and As, which included joint 
decision-making, he designated (1) and (2) above as the alternate 
processes. 
From his initial work Vroom together with Yetton in 1973 presented 
their "Normative Model of Participation in Decision Making" for group 
and individual problems, see Figure 10. The symbols preceding each 
process was used by the authors to signify the basic properties of the 
process. That is, A stands for autocratic, C for consultative, G for 
group and D for delegated. 
"A model designed to regulate, in some rational way, choices among 
the leadership styles," described in Figure 10, "should be based on 
sound empirical evidence concerning the likely consequences of the 
styles" states Vroom (1976). To aid in his analysis of existing 
evidence he distinguishes "three classes of outcomes which bear on the 
ultimate effectiveness of decisions." 
1. The quality or rationality of the decision. 
2. The acceptance or commitment on the part of subordinates to 
execute the decision effectively. 
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From evidence regarding the effects of participation on each of these 
outcomes or consequences, Vroom concluded that: 
The results suggest that allocating problem-solving and 
decision-making tasks to entire groups as compared with the 
leader or manager in charge of the groups requires a 
greater investment of man hours but produces higher 
acceptance of decisions and a higher probability that the 
decisions will be executed efficiently. ... the relative 
effectiveness of these two extreme methods depends both on 
the weights attached to quality, acceptance and time 
variables and on differences in amounts of these outcomes 
resulting from these methods, neither of which is invariant 
from one situation to another. (Vroom, 1970, pp. 239-40) 
In the current study, the measures used to distinguish levels of 
participation in answering "Research Questions" 2 and 3 in Chapter I 
were derived from Vroom's five "Group Problems" decision methods. That 
is, the participation description in each process type was separated 
from the decision making style and the latter was used to measure 
perceptions of participation by each survey respondent. These 
descriptions of participation levels are discussed in further detail in 
"Questionnaire scales" of Chapter III and shown in the survey documents 
in Appendix D. 
While considerable discourse and research findings are available 
about the application of Vroom and Yetton's model, including works by 
Jago and Vroom (1975), Evans (1979) and Vroom and Jago (1979) as well 
as other previously cited references, these are left for the curious 
reader. 
Since the levels of participation derived from Vroom's decision 
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model were used in the current investigation to measure perceptions by 
managers, staff and users of participation in management control 
systems, a definition of the term "subordinate" as it applies to the 
model is appropriate. "The choice of the term subordinate to refer to 
the other potential participants in the decision-making process should 
not be taken to mean that the members of the group are necessarily 
those defined by the organization chart as reporting to the leader. 
Many problems cut across organizational boundaries.Thus, the 
subordinates referred to in the problem attributes can be taken more 
broadly to mean members of the group formally established to deal with 
that problem" (Vroom and Tetton, 1973, p. 40). These authors continue 
by posing the question, "Does the model have any implications for the 
composition of the group where none has existed in the past?" This 
question is particularly relevant to service units and the formations 
of "User Groups.” Vroom and Yetton respond by: 
... defining as the group that set of persons or their 
representatives who are potentially affected by the 
decision. The set of persons may be the entire set of 
subordinates reporting to the leader; they may be a subset 
of those subordinates; or they may be persons from 
different parts of the formal organization. In the event 
that this group, including the leader, does not have the 
necessary information and expertise, the model provides a 
means of augmenting the size of the group until such time 
as the necessary information is represented within the 
group (p. 40). 
The pre—decisional mechanism to augment the group size results from 
responses to the eight diagnostic questions and is shown in a yes-no 
tree developed by the authors (p. 39). 
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Summary of Prior Research Concerning the Effects of Participation on 
Performance and Service Effectiveness 
The primary objective of this last literature review segment is to 
provide an examination of various concepts and prior research relating 
the effects of participation in decision-making by staff on their 
job-related performance and the impact of user participation on the 
service effectiveness provided by institutional service units. It is 
interesting to briefly consider comments by several authors on the 
effects of participation on performance and effectiveness, particularly 
in regard to the topics of control systems and the services provided by 
the institutional units studied in the current investigation. Each of 
these comments reflect reasons why the manner of the current 
investigation was pursued. 
In summarizing his discussion of the effects of participation in 
control systems, Lawler (1976), views productivity and effectiveness as 
a function of the nature of the decision made. 
Participation seems to lead to a greater commitment to 
decisions that are made. When a commitment exists, people 
exercise self-control because they are intrinsically 
motivated to carry out the decision. Whether this will 
result in higher productivity or greater organizational 
effectiveness is a function of the nature of the decision 
that is made. (p. 1282) 
Since the range of possible types of decisions are so varied and 
undefined or classified, the perceptions of the sampled population 
regarding their participation in different functions of a control 
system and the perceived effect on performance and effectiveness of 
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services provided an alternative. Not only is the value of this type 
of investigation well supported in the literature, Oppenheim (1966), 
Porter and Lawler (1968), Jago and Vroom (1975), et al., but as 
previous discussions indicated, the higher level functions of the 
control system model used were substantiated by other researchers. 
Since the investigation of service units was not limited to 
departments involved in providing piece-wise output, such as in 
production line industries which dominated earlier studies of worker 
participation, the traditional definition of productivity, "measured by 
dividing physical output by man hours of work" (Sibson, 1976, p. 48) 
was not applicable. Performance is a more complex construct, claims 
Van de Ven and Morgan (1980), that "reflects the criteria and standards 
used by decision makers to assess the functioning of an organization." 
... performance is a value judgement on the results 
desired from an organization at different levels of 
analyses. Decision makers in different organizations and 
different units and positions within complex organizations 
strive to attain unique performance goals. In addition, 
value judgements on what performance outcomes are 
considered relevant by decision makers often change over 
time. These changes jeopardize the applied relevance of 
longitudinal assessment of organizations and the units and 
jobs within them. (p. 223) 
Therefore, a behavior oriented definition of performance was assumed. 
Vroom has argued that: 
Performance is a function of an individual's perception of 
the abilities required to do the job, the degree to which 
he perceives that he has these abilities, and the extent to 
which he values the possession of such abilities. Thus, a 
person performs effectively when effective performance is 
consistent with his self-concept (Kelly, 1974, p. 202). 
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Performance, claims Rue and Byars (1980), refers to "the degree of 
accomplishment of the tasks that make up an individual's job." It is 
often confused with effort, "which refers to energy expended," while 
performance "is measured in terms of results" (p. 375). 
Porter and Lawler (1968) in their development of a performance 
model, displayed in Figure 1, provided a view that related the 
variables of an individual's abilities (and traits), his effort 
expended and role perceptions. They used the term "performance" rather 
than "productivity" in order to avoid the somewhat narrow connotations 
implied in the latter word when it is used to describe physical output 
from an employee" (p. 25). They maintain that, "performance refers to 
a person's accomplishment on tasks that comprise his job" and further 
that: 
Performance, in essence, is the net effect of a person's 
effort as modified by his abilities and traits and by his 
role perceptions. It can be evaluated by objective 
measures such as physical output, or by subjective measures 
such as ratings made by others or ratings by the individual 
himself (p. 28). 
The additional variable, role perceptions, included by those authors in 
their definition of performance, they consider as "the way in which the 
individual defines his job — the types of effort he believes are 
essential to effective job performance" (p. 25). 
The classical feeling of individuality and especially those 
associated with service units and the support they provide their 
institutions, is reflected in the following counterpoint statement made 
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by Katz and Kahn (1966). "All service units claim to be different _ 
until we start talking about problems" (p. 110). Being cognizant of 
this attitude, particularly among personnel associated with service 
units, caused this investigator to make two decisions in the design of 
data collection survey instrument. First, when testing what value 
individuals studied attributed to the activities of a management 
control system in the operation of a service unit, Research Question 1, 
the eleven subactivities enumerated in Chapter I were employed. 
Second, however, when recording perceptions of levels of participation 
and their effect on performance and effectiveness of service, as 
specified by Research Questions 2 through 5 in Chapter I, a higher 
level, clustered version of these activites, displayed in Figure 4, was 
used. These clustered activities included scheduling, resource 
allocation, progress monitoring and performance evaluation. 
The last set of comments concern what prior research one should 
consider relevant to this study. Anthony and Dearden (1980) state 
that: 
By definition, the goal of a nonprofit organization is 
something other than earning profits. Thus, even if the 
outputs in such an organization could be measured in 
monetary terms, ... its goal is to render as much service 
as is possible with a given amount of resources, or to use 
as few resources as possible to render a given amount of 
service, (p. 644) 
However, when speaking about the performance of service institutions, 
Drucker (1974) claims that they: 
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• •• do not differ much from a business enterprise in any 
area other than its specific mission. It faces very 
similar if not the same—challenges to make work 
productive and workers achieving (p. 135). 
Further, he contends: 
We have no coherent theory of institutions and their 
management that would encompass the service institution. 
Compared to the work done in business management over the 
last seventy years, little has been done on the management 
of the service institution, (p. 136) 
Prior research concerning the effects of participation on 
performance of iob-related tasks. Many of the initial experiments 
investigating the effects of participation on performance dealt with 
the productivity and job satisfaction of workers, usually relative to 
the amount of involvement or control they had in decisions regarding 
their jobs. Most psychologists attempted to document what the 
Hawthorne research at Western Electric seemed to imply. That is, "a 
satisfied worker is a productive worker." Tannenbaum (1966) also notes 
that: 
Some studies did show a positive association between the 
morale of workers and their level of productivity; but it 
is not always clear that positive attitudes caused the high 
productivity rather than vice versa. Moreover, the 
relationship found in many of these studies are weak; a 
number of the studies show no relationship at all, and a 
few even suggest a negative association. (pp» 35-36) 
Tannenbaum uses as an example a study reported by Katz, et al., in 
1950, where the relationship between the productivity of office workers 
and their participation in recreational programs created to boost 
morale of the employees did not provide the desired effect on the 
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workers' productive efforts (p. 36). 
The effects of participation in decision-making on productivity 
were substantiated in experiements at the Harwood Manufacturing 
Company. What Kelly maintains, "must be the longest continuous 
analysis of any firm by behavioral scientists," including Kurt Lewin, 
John French, David Bowers and Stanley Seashore was conducted for over 
thirty years (1974, pp. 184-90). When Alfred J. Marron, with a 
doctorate in psychology, was appointed president of the family firm in 
1937, operating problems were sufficiently serious to justify a major 
departure from previous managerial practices. "The principles of 
participation at Harwood [were] aimed at giving the employees a piece 
of the action in decision-making process. ... the extent of 
participation varied considerably." One of the first and classic 
experiments is described by Tannenbaum (1966). Four groups of workers 
were involved. The first, control group, underwent a modification of 
their jobs in the usual way. They were informed at a meeting of 
changes in their jobs, job timing, and piece rates. The second group 
employed a system of participation by representation. They met with 
management, heard and agreed that the changes could be made for greater 
efficiency and several operators were selected to learn and help design 
the new job. These operators then explained and trained the remainder 
of their group. The third and fourth groups received treatment similar 
to that of the second group, except that all of the members, not just 
representatives, helped to design the new job. The result of this 
experiment were as follows: 
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control group, production dropped approximately 17Z and was 
maintained at this depressed level, 
participation through representation group, production dropped 
immediately after the change but after thirteen days returned to 
the before change production rate and after thirty-two days showed 
a 17Z increase in production, 
- total participation group, production was back to before change 
production rate after four days and showed a 17Z increase in 
production shortly thereafter. 
Two and a half months after the initial experiment, the control group 
members were allowed full participation in a new changeover. Their 
production rate then increased by approximately 17Z (p. 89). 
After twenty-five years of participation management experiments at 
Harwood, the company took over its major competitor. Weldon 
Manufacturing, which had similar operations but a much lower 
productivity rate and an authoritarian management style. After 
eighteen months of similar participative programs at all levels as were 
being employed at Harwood, the follow-turn-around in profitability and 
other performance indices were achieved (Kelly, 1974, p. 188): 
Weldon Harwood 
Area of Performance 1962 1964 1962 1964 
Return on capital invested.. ,-15Z +17Z +17.00Z +21.00Z 
Make-up pay.. . 12 4 2.00 2.00 
Product ion-ef f ic iency.. .-11 +14 6.00 16.00 
Earnings above minimum (piece- 
rate and other incentive 
employees only). . 0 16 17.00 22.00 
Operator turnover rates 
(monthly basis). . 10 4 0.75 0.75 
Absences from work (daily rate, 
production employees only).... . 6 3 3.00 3.00 
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Of equal significance, maintains Kelly, is that four and a half 
years after the change to participative management style "the benefits 
continued to be realized and that no retrogression to previous 
managerial patterns was evident" (p. 188). 
In a 1960 experiment conducted in thirty-one geographically 
separated departments of a large industrial service organization, the 
relationship between perceived influence of employees and productivity 
was studied. Employees were asked, "How much say or influence do you 
feel each of the following groups (higher management, plant management, 
the departmental manager, and the non-supervisory employees) has on 
what goes on in your department?" (Tannenbaum, 1966, p. 96). 
Responses were indicated on a five-point scale from "little or no 
influence” to "a very great deal of influence." Each department 
carefully kept productivity records and performed essentially the same 
work. The mean amount of influence exercised at all four levels 
(groups), as seen by the non-supervisory employees, was higher for the 
one third of the departments highest in productivity and was lower for 
the one third of the departments lowest in productivity. Tannenbaum, 
(1964) quotes Likert as claiming: 
The high performing managers have actually increased the 
size of the 'influence pie' by means of the leadership 
processes which they use. They listen more to their men, 
are more interested in their men's ideas, and have more 
confidence and trust in their men. (p. 308). 
Other studies cited by Tannenbaum (1964) and Likert (1964) with 
clerical employees, power plant operators and members of unions 
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demonstrated that increases in the amount of participation as measured 
by influence on decision-making resulted in increased performance and 
job satisfaction. 
Not all studies demonstrated that increased participation by 
employees in decision—making resulted in greater productivity as 
compared with more management controlled decision-making. Morse and 
Reimer's 1956 experiment in a large department of an insurance company 
involved "four parallel divisions engaged in relatively routine 
clerical work." These investigators' hypotheses were that a greater 
role in the decision-making process by clerical workers would increase 
both their satisfaction and productivity. While, conversely, a 
decreased role in decision-making would lessen their satisfaction and 
productivity. The results of this study confirmed that individual job 
satisfaction of work group members increased significantly for those 
with a greater role in decision-making and decreased significantly for 
those groups with a decreased role (1964, pp. 82—85). However, both 
decision-making systems, i.e., increased participation by the clerical 
workers and more management controlled decision-making, resulted in 
increased productivity, significant at the p 1 .01 level, with the 
latter more management controlled process accomplishing a greater 
increase (pp. 87 and 90). Critics of this research point out that the 
organization, as a whole, was highly structured, managed with an 
authoritarian style and that the durability of the production increases 
were not investigated 
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In his 1959 doctoral dissertation, Vroom (1960) states that most 
of the research on participation and related concepts prior to this 
time had "focused on a demonstration of their basic effects." That is, 
participation has been found to be related to such dependent variables 
as morale, productivity, turnover and job satisfaction.” Little 
research, Vroom contended, had been conducted on the "personality 
factors of the participant which influence these relationships" 
(p. 4). His investigation was concerned with the effort of 
participation on attitudes and motivation, as was later research by 
Porter and Lawler (1968) to be discussed subsequently. Vroom's 
research was performed in a service function environment of a large 
company. The activity of those studied involved the delivery of small 
parcels from various departments and other retail stores to private 
residences. His measurements were obtained from a 125 item 
questionnaire which was administered to Division and Assistant Division 
Managers, Station Managers and the day and night Supervisors. (pp. 
19-23). Vroom postulated six hypotheses in his study as follows: 
Hypotheses I and II. 
The more an individual participates in 
decision-making on his job: 
(I) the more positive will be his attitude toward 
that job; 
(II) the greater will be his motivation for effective 
performance in that job. 
Hypotheses III and V. 
The stronger an individual's need for independence, 
the greater that extent to which participation in 
decision-making in his job: 
(III) will result in his developing a more positive 
attitude toward that job; 
(V) will increase his motivation for effective 
performance in that job. 
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Hypotheses IV and VI. 
The more authoritarian the individual, the less the 
extent to which participation in decision~^&aking in 
his job: 
(IV) will result in his developing a more positive 
attitude toward that job; 
(VI) will increase his motivation for effective 
performance in that job. (pp. 12-18, condensing 
privileges taken) 
He reported significant differences, p £ .01, in the data to 
substantiate Hypotheses I through IV and differences approaching 
significance, p <. .05, to substantiate Hypotheses V and VI. That is, 
"general effects of participation on motivation" will lead to 
"effective performance" and "more favorable attitudes toward the job." 
Further, "participation will have greatest effect on the motivation" 
and “more positive effect on the attitudes, of those with strong (high) 
independence needs." Participation in decision-making by individuals 
considered as low authoritarians "will be more motivated" and "more 
satisfied," than high authoritarians, (pp. 47-49) 
Vroom later developed a model of motivation in terms of 
expectations and perceptions of future consequences, known as an 
expectancy—valence model of work motivation (Vroom, 1964; Campbell and 
Pritchard, 1976; Hamner, 1979; Koontz, et al., 1980 and most 
organizational behavior or management texts). "Expectancy theory of 
motivation argues that a person's purpose in behaving must be analyzed 
with respect to the person's expectation that an action will lead to a 
certain outcome or goal and with respect to the stated value or 
attractiveness of the outcome or goal" (Hamner, p. 45). The model 
of first and second level outcomes, valence, includes concepts 
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instrumentality (rather than drive theory of satisfying basic human 
needs), expectancy, motivation (or force) and ability. Koontz, et al. 
(1980) maintain that: 
The strength of Vroom's theory (model) is also its 
weakness. His assumption that senses of value vary between 
individuals at different times and in various places 
appears more accurately to fit real life. It is consistent 
also with the idea that a manager's job is to design an 
environment for performance, necessarily taking into 
account the differences in various situations. On the 
other hand, Vroom's theory (model) is difficult to research 
and apply in practice, (p. 641) 
Porter and Lawler's (1968) performance model,' Figure I, is "a 
substantially more complete model of motivation" (Koontz, p. 641), and 
"the least complex of any of the expectancy-valence models" (Campbell 
and Pritchard, p. 78). While variations of the model have been 
proposed in subsequent literature since 1968, mostly concerning rewards 
and their perceived values, the central core, that is, performance as 
the net effect of a person's effort (the strength of motivation) as 
modified by their abilities and traits and by their role perception, 
has survived scrutiny with only minor changes proposed regarding role 
perceptions and abilities. For examples: Lawler (1971) replaces role 
perception' with 'problem-solving approach' (p. 108), Koontz, et al. 
(1980) expresses the modifiers of effort as the 'perception of task 
required' and 'ability to do specified tasks' (p. 642), and Rue and 
Byars (1980) see the determinants of performance as effort, abilities 
and task direction or perception, each with input from 'environmental 
factors' (p. 376). 
104 
As in Vroom's earlier investigation. Porter and Lawler (1968) 
studied middle and lower managers' attitudes and performances. The 
latter's study was carried out in seven organizations; three divisions 
of state government and four in privately owned manufacturing and 
utility companies. The sample population included 635 managers. Of 
particular interest to the current study of the effect of participation 
on performance were these investigators' findings regarding the role 
perception-performance relationship. The results indicate that "the 
role perception dimension has a significant moderating effect on the 
quality of magerial job performance." However, they state that, 
"Strictly speaking, all our data proved is that role perception and 
performance are related" (p. 114). The question of whether role 
perception differences caused performance differences or vice versa 
could not be answered directly from their data. What is disturbing was 
that Porter and Lawler found a significant trend for both lower level 
managers (p <_ .01) and middle level manager (p <_ .05) that: 
The more managers see their jobs as demanding a person who 
relies on his own ideas and values in determining his 
behavior, as opposed to a person who uses the behavior and 
thinking of people around him as guides for his thinking 
and behavior, the higher they will be rated on quality of 
job performance. (pp. 99—100 and 104, definitions of 
inner-directed and other-directed behavior inserted) 
Their measures of role perceptions were limited to inner-other-directed 
behavior. "Clearly," assert these researchers, "future investigations 
could and should include measures of other dimensions of this variable 
(p. 169). Furthermore, "One other obvious need in connection with 
samples of respondents would involve comparing results for managers 
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with those for nonmanagement rank-and-file personnel. ... Hence, 
explicit management-nonmanagement comparisons could prove to be 
extremely valuable ..." (p. 172). The current literature search found 
no evidence of this type of research recorded, even though testing of 
the relationship between components of the model continued. For 
examples, by Slocum (1970), Cherrington, et al. (1971) and Invancevich 
and McMahon (1982). 
Pri°r research concerning the effects of user participation on 
service effectiveness. Employing Porter and Lawler's definition of 
role perception and the definition of users agreed upon for this study, 
see "Definition of Terms" Chapter I, the following interpretation of 
role perception for users as it applies to their involvement with 
service units seems reasonable: 
... the kind of activities and behaviors the users believe 
they should engage in to perform their jobs successfully. 
The types of effort they believe are essential to ensure 
effective services from the units they have more than an 
occasional or peripheral dependence on the services 
provided. 
When reviewing the literature regarding the interpretation and 
measurement of organization and organization unit effectiveness, a 
varied assortment of the term's definition was encountered. Chester 
Barnard in his 1938 book The Functions of the Executive "used the term 
effectiveness to refer to the level of adaptation between an 
organization and its environment ..." (Grenier, 1979, p. 5). Working 
from a systems perspective. Seashore and Yuchtman in 1967 expand this 
relationship between the organization and its environment by defining 
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effectiveness in terms of the organization's ability to exploit its 
environment. The highest level of effectiveness is reached vhen the 
organization maximizes its bargaining position with the environment and 
optimizes its resource procurement" (Goodman and Pennings, 1980, 
p. 192). While Katz and Kahn (1978) define effectiveness in terms of 
"maximization of return to the organization by all means. Such 
maximization by economic and technical means has to do with efficiency; 
maximization by noneconomic or political means increases effectiveness 
without adding to efficiency" (p. 225). Mohr expresses a more 
simplistic view of effectiveness as "a measure of how well or to what 
extent something is accomplished" (Goodman and Pennings, p. 192) and 
Anthony and Dearden (1980) expand this definition by stating, "By 
effectiveness, we mean how well an organizational unit does its job; 
that is, the extent to which it produces the intended or expected 
results (p. 8). 
While the literature abounds with discussions of user involvement, 
for example in publications by Rhenman, et al. (1970), London (1976, 
pp. 155-187), Reeser and Loper (1978), Nolan (1982) and Long (1982, 
1983), no evidence of prior research on the effects of user 
participation or its relationship to service effectiveness was found 
during this search. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The previous chapter reviewed the literature pertaining to 
management control systems, participation by staff and users in joint 
decision-making and the impact of this participation on their job 
performance and service effectiveness, respectively. This chapter will 
describe the development of a methodology for the study and the design 
of the instrumentation utilized in the assessment of: selected 
perceptions of service unit managers, staff and users regarding the 
importance of various activities of a management control system; and 
the effect of changing participation levels on performance of 
job-related tasks and the service effectiveness of the service units. 
Included in this chapter are the following topics: 
1. Research design, 
2. Research questions, 
3. Hypotheses, 
4. Variable selection, 
5. Instrumentation, 
6. Selection of subjects, 
7. Survey distribution and data collection techniques, 
8. Data analysis techniques, and 
9. Methodological assumptions and limitations of the study. 
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Research Design 
The investigation utilized a self-reporting questionnaire 
administered in person by the investigator to collect data from 
individuals associated with selected service units at a public state 
university and a private college in Massachusetts. The nature of the 
research suggested a combination of descriptive and correlative 
techniques; the former described and interpreted conditions that 
currently existed in the studied population of units, the latter 
determined whether and to what degree relationships are present between 
two or more quantifiable variables and tested the hypotheses under 
consideration. Causal-comparative or ex-post facto methods, where the 
"cause" is not manipulated, were applied in the analysis of the effect 
of what managers advocated for participation of staff and users in 
management control system activities and how staff and users perceived 
their own involvement. 
Research Questions 
To reach conclusions in this investigation, it was necessary, 
first to establish the criteria upon which conclusions were to be based 
and, second, to provide and test the measurement of these criteria. 
After a review of the literature, a series of initial research 
questions were formulated to develop and define the parameters of the 
study. A jury panel review of these questions revealed that the 
organization of some questions and the subsequent questionnaires would 
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have provided data that was incomplete and difficult to analyze. 
Furthermore, the nature of other questions were shown to contain bias 
relative to the association of blame for constraints, either self 
imposed or set by others, on participations in the activities of the 
management control systems. These inital questions and survey 
instruments are relegated to Appendix B and are discussed in the 
segment concerning the development of the instrumentation used, jury 
panel review and pilot testing. 
The eventual research questions addressed: 
1. respondents' perceptions concerning the importance of activities 
identified by the management control system delineated in Chapter 
I and the identification of additional activities, 
2. the assessment of current participation levels, in these 
activities, 
3. the perceived effect of changing participation levels, which 
forms the basis for evaluating what effect involvement has on 
staff performance and service effectiveness, and 
4. the rating of the services currently provided. 
A point of possible debate is that perceptions may differ from 
objective, or physical, reality. Two viewpoints on this subject in 
terms of behavior outcomes are expressed by Osborn, et al. (1980) who 
states, "People act on the basis of what they see, not on what is 
'really out there'... . To me, the perception is the reality." 
(pp. 11-12) And more to the point of respondent's perceptions, Evans 
(1972) notes "The measure of a respondent's perceptions will be more 
significant than the physical reality. This is true because it is 
usually the respondent's perception of reality which influences his 
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behavior, not the physical reality." (p. 7) 
The research questions used to develop and define the parameters 
of the study are enumerated below, divided into the categories of 
managers, staff and users, which correspond with the three different 
questionnaires employed in data collection. A fourth questionnaire was 
used to collect historical and current descriptive data of each 
individual service unit. 
For Managers 
M^) What value do managers place on the importance of 
each activity identified by the management control 
system model in the operation of their service units? 
M^) What additional ongoing activities do managers 
identify with this type of control system and what 
importance do they place on each activity in the 
operation of their service units? 
M^) What participation level do managers currently 
advocate for staff and user roles in each activity 
of the management control system model? 
M.) What measure of change in staff performance of 
job-related tasks would managers anticipate with an 
expanded role by staff in these control activities? 
Conversely, what measure of change would managers 
anticipate with a diminished role by staff in these 
control activities? 
MJ What measure of change in service effectiveness 
would managers anticipate with an expanded role by 
users in these control activities? Conversely, what 
measure of change would managers anticipate with a 
diminished role by users in these control activities? 
M,) At what level do managers rate the services 
currently provided by their service units? 
For Staff 
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Sj) What value do staff place on the importance of each 
activity identified by the management control system 
model in the operation of their service unit? 
S2) What additional on-going activities do staff 
identify with this type of control system and what 
importance do they place on each activity in the 
operation of their service units? 
S^) What participation level do staff see as 
describing their current roles in each activity of 
the management control system model? 
S^) What participation level do staff see as 
describing the role advocated for them by the service 
unit managers in these control activities? 
S^) What measure of change in their performance of 
job-related tasks would staff anticipate with an 
expanded role in these control activities? 
Conversely, what measure of change would staff 
anticipate with a diminished role in these activites? 
S-) At what level do staff rate the services 
currently provided by their service units? 
For Users 
U.) What value do users place on the importance of each 
activity identified by the management control system 
model in the operation of the service unit? 
U ) What additional on-going activities do users identify 
2 with this type of system and what importance do they 
place on each activity in the operation of the service 
units? 
U ) What participation level do users see as describing 
3 their current roles in each activity of the management 
control system model? 
U ) What participation level do users see as describing 
^ the role advocated for them by the service unit 
managers in these control activities? 
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V What measure of change in service effectiveness 
would users anticipate with an expanded role in these 
control activities? Conversely, what measure of change 
would users anticipate with a diminished role in these 
activities? 
U&) At what level do users rate the services currently 
provided by the service units? 
These questions form the basis for variable selection and, thence the 
design of the survey instrument. In addition, the research questions 
create a format for analysis and interpretation of data from the survey 
in Chapter IV. 
Hypotheses 
Since, "A hypothesis is a tentative explanation for certain 
behaviors, phenomena, or events which have occurred or will occur[,] it 
states (in either declarative or null formats) the researcher's 
expectations concerning the relationship between the variables in the 
research problem." (Gay, 1976, p. 36) And since this research study 
was designed, in part, to identify the measure of change in job 
performance and service effectiveness attributed to staff and user 
participation in the activities identified by the management control 
system model, respectively, the following statistical, or null 
hypothesis were postulated. 
H. ) The perceptions of managers indicate no anticipated 
change in staff performance of job related tasks 
or the effectiveness of service provided the users with 
an expanded level of participation by staff and users, 
respectively, in each activity identified by the 
management control system model. Conversely, managers 
anticipate no change in performance and service 
effectiveness with a diminished involvement by staff 
and users in each activity. 
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The PercePti°n8 of staff indicate no anticipated 
increase in their performance of job-related tasks 
with an expanded level of participation in each 
activity identified by the management control system 
model. Conversely, staff anticipate no decrease 
in their performance with a diminished involvement in 
each activity. 
H^) The perceptions of users indicate no anticipated 
increase in service effectiveness with an expanded 
level of their participation in each activity of the 
management control systems model. Conversely, users 
anticipate no decrease in service effectiveness 
with a diminished involvement in each activity. 
In essence there are two parts to each of the hypotheses; the second 
part beginning "conversely.” To evaluate the validity of each 
component of the hypotheses two sets of separate data were collected 
using the mid-level detail elements of the model, i.e., scheduling, 
resource allocation, process monitoring and performance evaluation. 
Statistical analysis was used to test the null hypotheses so their 
relationships were either rejected, as being probably false, or 
supported, as being probably true. A p < .05 significance level, or 5% 
probability of committing Type I error was employed in testing the 
hypotheses. The wording of the first hypothesis predicted that a 
difference will not exist in the data, requiring a two tailed test of 
significance. While the wording of the second and third hypotheses 
predicted that a directional difference will not exist in the data, 
allowing for a one-tailed test of significance. 
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Variable Selection 
Appropriate variables were selected to respond to the research 
questions and to test the hypothesis. The data collected were used 
systematically to describe the characteristics of the chosen population 
and to investigate presumed, as well as latent, relationships between 
variables. There was no intention to alter or manipulate these 
variables as is requisite in experimental research. The selected 
variables were of two types, those pertaining to the service units and 
those pertaining to the individual respondents, and were organized in 
the following categories; 
Service Unit variables: 
1) Demographic 
2) Longitudinal 
Respondent variables: 
1) Demographic 
2) Contextual 
3) Effect of participation by staff and users in the 
activities defined in the management control system 
model. 
The specific variables in each category are enumerated below and the 
placement of these variables in the survey instruments is shown in 
Appendix A. 
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Demographic Variables (Service Unit) 
These demographic variables were selected to provide information 
on the services provided and the organization of each service unit. 
The demographic variables were: 
1. Primary support service(s) provided 
2. Ancillary service(s) provided 
3. Users of the primary support service(s) 
4. Numbers and categories of employees assigned to the unit 
5. Numbers of employees funded from unit's budget 
6. Organizational reporting hierarchy 
Longitudinal Variables (Service Unit) 
The longitudinal variables were selected to determine any 
substantial changes in the management and operations of the service 
units over the previous five years and, where changes had occurred, 
determine both the nature of and reason(s) for the change. 
Longitudinal data should provide insight into the operational direction 
of the unit and the stability or fluctuation in its management and 
organizational reporting, both of which may affect staff and user 
involvement in the management control functions. The longitudinal 
variables were: 
1. Number of years the unit has been in existence 
2. Changes in the primary support service(s) provided 
3. Changes in the delivery method(s) of primary service(s) 
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4. Changes in the internal management 
5. Changes in the organizational reporting line(s) 
6. Changes in the unit's physical location 
Demographic Variables (Respondent) 
These demographic variables were selected to determine any 
proclivities in the population and to provide background information 
regarding possible trends in the results. These variables were limited 
to seven factors and included: 
1. Number of years employed in higher education 
2. Position title 
3. Primary status and department (users only) 
4. Number of years assigned to the department 
5. Formal education 
6. Age 
7. Sex 
Contextual Variables (Respondent) 
These variables were designed to assess, in the context of the 
operation of their associated service unit, the individual s prevailing 
self-perception of: management control system activities, the role of 
staff and users in these activities and the current level of service 
provided by the unit. The contextual variables were: 
1. Perception of importance placed on the activities identified by 
the management control system model 
2. Additional activities identified with this type of control system 
and their perceived importance 
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3. Perception of current role (level of participation) in the 
activities identified by the model 
4. Perception of role advocated by the manager for staff and users 
in the activities identified by the model 
5. Evaluation of the current level of service provided by the 
service unit 
Questions about each variable were addressed to all respondents, except 
number three, which was directed exclusively to staff and users. 
Effect-of-particination Variables (Respondents) 
Two variables were designed to assess the effect of both expanding 
and diminishing the participation of staff and users in the activities 
identified by the management control system model. These variables 
were employed to probe anticipated effects on staff performance and 
service effectiveness, as follows: 
1. Anticipated measure of change in staff performance of job-related 
tasks with an expanded (and diminished) level of participation by 
staff in control system activities 
2. Anticipated measure of change in service effectiveness with an 
expanded (and diminished) level of participation by users in 
control system activities 
The first variable was addresed in related questions directed to 
managers and staff, while the second variable was directed in questions 
to the manager and users of the service unit. The data collected by 
the survey instrument concerning these two variables were used in 
testing the significance of differences in anticipated staff 
performance and service effectiveness stated in the previously 
discussed hypotheses. 
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Instrumentation 
There were four survey instruments; one focused on the 
demographics and history of the service unit and the other three tested 
each of the three respondent types. The design of each survey 
instrument paralleled the categories and order of the variables 
discussed immediately above and consisted of: 
1) Service Unit questionnaire: six demographic and eleven 
longitudinal questions. 
2) Manager questionnaire: six demographic and six multi¬ 
answer contextual/effect-of- 
participation questions. 
3) Staff questionnaire: six demographic and six multi¬ 
answer contextual/effect-of- 
participation questions. 
4) User questionnaire: six demographic and six multi¬ 
answer contextual effect-of- 
participation questions. 
The manager, staff and user questionnaires, which by today's standards 
was short (12 items), was administered in person by the investigator. 
The service unit questionnaire, which in some cases required the 
collection of requested information, was left with the managers of the 
units to be completed at their convenience. This process and the 
length of the other questionnaires eliminated two errors commonly 
committed by researchers, that of asking for information the respondent 
cannot be expected to have immediately at hand and asking too many 
questions, thus making unreasonable demands on the individual s time 
(Isaac and Michael, 1980, pp. 8-9). Since the questionnaire (dating 
back to Horace Mann who is credited with its first use in 1847 [Mouly, 
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1970]) required writing appropriate and carefully formulated questions 
and was the single most important task in conducting the survey, the 
remainder of this section of the methodology reviews in chronological 
order the development of the survey instruments and data analysis 
techniques employed. 
Initial Questionnaires 
In his book, Questionnaire Design and Attitude Measurement. 
Oppenheim (1966) stresses that: 
Not everyone realizes that the design of a survey, besides 
requiring a certain amount of technical knowledge, is a 
prolonged and arduous intellectual exercise, in the course 
of which we are trying to get our own minds clear about our 
goals. We often find that, as the early stages of the 
research take shape, its aim undergoes a number of subtle 
changes as a consequence of greater clarity in our thinking 
(p. 3). 
During the development of the survey instruments, subtle changes and 
clarifications resulted from the effort to bring about compatibility 
between what the instruments would measure and the research questions, 
variables selected and the hypothesis. Examples were changes in 
inferences, wording and completeness. The greatest, and not so subtle, 
changes dictating a complete revision of the questionnaires (see 
Appendix B for the initial research questions and survey instruments) 
occurred as a result, in part, of the review and input from members of 
the jury panel. The following problems were detected; those problems 
cited by the jury panel are preceded by an asterisk. 
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Service unit 
questionnaire: 
All three 
respondent 
questionnaires: 
Manager 
questionnaire: 
Staff and User 
questionnaire: 
Question #6, requesting name of immediate 
external manager was not necessary and 
distracted from the anonymity of the 
survey. 
Questions #1 and 2 on the manager and 
#7, 8, and 9 on the staff and user 
questionnaires. The first question in 
each series was an open-ended question and 
the data collected may have varied over a 
spectrum, even with codification, which 
would have allowed analysis to include at 
best a development of a taxonomy of 
activities. Furthermore, correlation of 
perceptions of participation would not be 
possible since the root activities varied. 
*The questionnaires did not include testing 
the validity of the model at the activity 
level. 
*The questionnaires did not include 
evaluation of the service provided by the 
service units. 
♦The use of the term 'modicum' as a middle 
level value on the participation scale was 
questioned. 
*Questionnaires were not compatible in the 
data collected for comparitive analysis. 
*This questionnaire did not include 
comparable demographics with those used in 
staff and user questionnaire. 
♦Questions #9, 12, and 13 were accusatory 
and implied blame. 
♦Only the managers were asked what they 
advocated for staff and user involvement in 
management control system activities. 
Perceptions of staff and users as to what 
was advocated by managers were not pursued. 
The two points of criticism by the jury psnelists which generated the 
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greatest change in the methodology documentation and influence on the 
eventual survey instrumentation were: 
1» The questionnaire did not include a method of testing the 
validity of management control system model at the activity 
level, which was an expressed purpose and specific objective of 
the study, see Chapter I, and 
2* that questions #9, 12, and 13 on the staff and user questionnaire 
were accusatory and implied .blame. 
Two examples of these later questions are reproduced below for the 
reader's convenience. 
Where you have indicated, in question 10, less than maximal 
involvement in each activity, to what extent are 
constraints on your involvement self imposed (your desire) 
and to what extent set by others? 
Where you have expressed, in question 12, constraints set 
by others, indicate source of these constraints. 
The possible choices of sources of constraints in the second question 
were staff, managers, users, and others. 
Jury Panel Review 
The purpose of the jury panel was to have the members review an 
overview of the study, evaluate the sets of questionnaires for clarity 
of purpose, structure and format, and determine whether the terminology 
of the questions was appropriate to their purposes. In addition, the 
panel members were asked four specific questions concerning, the 
definitions of a management control system and the participation levels 
used in the questionnaires, wording of particular questions to avoid 
sounding judgmental and the possible limitations on the validity of 
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data collected relating to job performance and service effectiveness. 
The panel was composed of members who had either performed prior 
research in the field covered by the study or through experience were 
authorities in the operations and management of service units in an 
academic environment. The five member panel conisted of: a Dean of a 
Graduate School of Administration and author of the participation model 
cited in Chapter I; a Director of Institutional Research and author of 
a paper titled, "Accessing the Performance of Support Services in an 
Academic Environment," an Executive Director of a national organization 
concerned with management information service units; a Director of a 
college computing center and an Associate Director of a mental health 
counseling center. Appendix C contains copies of the jury panel 
documents, including the names of the jury panelists and the review 
instructions. 
Two of the panelist members were individually interviewed after 
they had an opportunity to review the survey documents. Two other 
panelists responded by telephone. Two local panel members also 
reviewed the revised final questionnaires after pilot testing. In 
addition to the questions raised by the panel members and enumerated in 
the "Initial Questionnaire" section above, one member questioned the 
statistical tests to be performed in evaluating the collected data 
while another commented, "that the survey instruments were easy to fill 
out and should prove useful." 
The critiques by the jury panel revealed inadequacies in the 
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survey not first apparent to the author, and their suggestions had a 
profound effect, improving the questionnaires and the constructiveness 
of the research. 
Survey Document Design 
With a clearly stated "Purpose of the Study," Chapter I, and 
better defined information objectives, i.e., the research questions, 
hypothesis and selected variables, attention was placed on the task of 
item construction and formatting, which had to illustrate consistent 
and logical interfaces. Items which did not relate to the purpose and 
objectives were discarded (Orlick, 1978, p. 19). The final survey 
documents used in the study appear in Appendix D. These documents 
include the questionnaires, the introductory letter to the service unit 
managers, explaining the research project and requesting participation, 
and the cover introduction to the survey instruments, which assures 
anonymity to the respondents. 
Service unit questionnaire. This questionnaire was composed of a 
combination of open-ended and closed force—response questions. The 
sequence of questions in the first segment of the questionnaire 
followed a one-to-one correspondence with the demographic variables 
discussed earlier. The questions in the second segment follow the same 
sequence of six longitudinal variable selected. However, five 
additional questions were interspersed at appropriate points to develop 
brief explanations of changes which occurred during the last five years 
and perceptions of the rational for these changes. 
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Respondent questionnaires. These three questionnaires were 
composed completely of closed, force-response, questions, with one 
exception, in which respondents were asked to list and rank the 
importance of activities they thought were not identified by the 
management control system model. To complement the use of the closed 
question format the respondents were requested in the introductory 
cover statement to interject freely any comments they wished to offer 
concerning individual questions and/or to evaluate the questionnaire as 
a whole in space provided at the end of the document. The sequence of 
questions also followed the order of selected variables, i.e., 
demographic, contextual and effect-of-participation, discussed in a 
previous section. Therefore, each questionnaire began with easy 
non-threatening demographic items, supported by anonymity, which 
allowed the individual to become accustomed to and at ease with the 
process. The remaining questions followed a chronological sequence by 
first requiring answers to contextual questions concerning evaluation 
of control system activities, current and advocated roles in these 
activities and then perceptions of projected effects of change in 
participation levels on job performance and service provided. The last 
question and the only one out of chronological order, seeks the 
respondent's rating of the service currently provided by the service 
unit • 
Each of the three respondent questionnaires incorporated four 
definitions and the use of a matrix format for several questions. The 
definitions included: a condensed explanation of a management control 
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system (see Definition of Terms, Chapter I), a definition of 
performance, an interpretation of participation levels used to indicate 
involvement in control activities and the terms used as a measure of 
service effectiveness. The latter two are expanded upon below in the 
discussion of scales employed on the questionnaire. A matrix format 
was used for three of the questions on each of these questionnaires. 
The explicit purpose of this format was to avoid multiple statements of 
similar questions, therefore minimizing the document length. Once the 
preamble to the questions was read, the reader's attention was focused 
on alternative answers and the matrix format aided in indicating his or 
her response. A disadvantage of this format was that it may have 
caused more respondents than would normally be the case to view all 
four independent variables in the questions, (scheduling through 
performance evaluation) as a single cluster of activities. The 
possible result would be to record identical values for the dependent 
variable, i.e., participation levels or the effect of changes in 
participation levels, in questions where this format was employed. The 
rate at which this occurred and its affect on the data are discussed in 
Chapter IV. 
An important step in the design of the staff and user 
questionnaires was the placement of questions #9 and 10. The first 
question requested information concerning the individuals current role 
in the control activities and the second their perceptions of what the 
manager of the unit advocated for their roles. The answer to the 
second question could be biased by the response to the first question, 
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regardless of the order in which they appeared. It was considered more 
important to acquire more accurate data on the respondent's current 
roles, and leave interpretation of built-in bias to subsequent analysis 
of the data. 
Questionnaire Scales 
A seven-point ordinal Likert-type scale, ranging from greatly 
increased to greatly decreased, was used to assess the individual's 
self-perception of change in performance and service effectiveness. A 
five-point ordinal scale, ranging from very important to undecided, 
based on a variation of Likert responses (Orlich, 1978, p. 55), was 
utilized to rank the importance attributed by an individual to 
different control activities. The measures used to distinguish levels 
of participation was also a five-point ordinal scale ranging from 
little or no to vast. While the short version indicators of this scale 
were the researcher's, the more explicit interpretations appearing on 
the questionnaire were adapted from the participatory part of Vroom and 
Jago's (1979) deci8 ion-making processes for group problems. For 
example, the indicator 'moderate' was presented with the 
interpretation, to "generate ideas and suggestions concerning the 
activity (usually individually with the manager)." Vroom and Jago's 
decision-making process reads: 
You share the problem with the relevant subordinate 
individually, getting their ideas and suggestions without 
bringing them together as a group. Then you make the 
decision. This decision may or may not reflect your 
subordinates' influence. (p» 251) 
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The terms 'timeliness', 'quality' and 'quantity' were used in probing 
the perceptions of those queried as to how they rated the current level 
of service provided by the service units. The General Service 
Administration (1977, p. 6) and Nolan (1977, p. 262-63) defines these 
terms in describing the effectiveness of service as: 
Timeliness The extent to which the objectives are accomplished 
in time to be effective. Typical measures include 
schedule performance, turnaround and response time. 
Quality The extent to which the objectives are accomplished 
acceptably. Typical measures include accuracy, 
usefulness, clarity and acceptability. 
Quantity The extent to which the objectives are satisfied. 
Typical measures include volume achieved and amount 
of backlog. 
Piloting the Survey Instruments 
The questionnaire was administered to a total of thirteen 
subjects, four managers, six staff and three users of different service 
units in the pilot test of the survey instruments, during the summer of 
1982. The time required for completion of the survey ranged between 
twelve and twenty-two minutes. Inputs from this group resulted in only 
minor changes in wording and one format modification, that of placing 
the interpretation of participation levels before question #9 instead 
of afterward. The increased confidence in the clarity and 
comprehensibility of the survey questions was the single most important 
advantage of testing the instruments. An additional advantage was the 
experience gained in administering the questionnaire, such as reminding 
subjects to complete both sides of the question(s) dealing with 
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expanded and diminished participation and encouraging them to read 
carefully the interpretation of the participation levels. 
Selection of Subjects 
The study was limited to service units and individuals currently 
associated with these units at the public University of Massachusetts 
located in Amherst and at Bentley College, a private institution 
located in Waltham, Massachusetts. At both of these institutions this 
investigator had entry to the service unit system by virtue of his 
former status as an administrator at the university and his later 
position as a faculty member of Bentley College. While the majority of 
the University service units, located at Amherst, served the campus 
exclusively, a small minority were designated 'Common Services' and 
provided services to all three campuses in the system. A listing of 
the total population of service units, on both the Amherst and Bentley 
college campuses, appears in Appendix E. 
The Amherst campus of the state university had nine colleges and 
schools, including a graduate school (since 1908). The campus had an 
approximate student population of twenty-five thousand, 1,318 faculty, 
1,020 professional staff and 3,168 non-professional staff. Of the 
latter two categories 786 professional and approximat ely 2,439 
non-professional staff were assigned to service units on the campus 
(University of Massachusetts 1982/83 Factbook, 1983). Bentley College 
was founded in 1917 and was the seventh largest of 79 independent 
colleges in Massachusetts. It had an Undergraduate and Graduate 
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Colleges with fifteen academic departments. The student population was 
approximately 3,700 full-time and 2,700 part-time undergraduate and 
1,200 (both part and full-time) graduate students. There were 170 
faculty, 180 professional staff and 267 support staff (verbal 
communication from the Personnel Office). Approximately 344 of the 
staff were assigned to service units. 
Service Units Studied 
A listing of the eleven types and seventeen specific service units 
studied is shown in Tables 2 and 3. The bulk of the units (76.5Z) were 
selected from the public University of Massachusetts with eleven 
serving the Amherst campus exclusively and two designated "Common 
Services" serving all three campuses and reporting to the President's 
Office. The remaining 23.5Z were from Bentley College, a private 
institution. 
Strictly speaking, the sample of service units studied were not a 
random sample drawn from institutions of higher education. Randomness 
of the sample selection was, with one exception discussed later, by 
virtue of the investigator's lack of knowledge concerning the control 
systems of the units and the practiced participation in the control 
system activities. However, there were several factors applied as 
selection criteria that indicate the sample does represent a reasonable 
cross-sect ion of present day service units in these institutions. 
Among these factors were the facts that: 
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1. each unit satisfied the definition of a service unit as 
delineated by the study in Chapter I and 
2. that the sample was drawn from a large pool of service units and 
represents a diverse range within the available population. 
The basis of diversity was a function of the types of service units, 
the organizational areas of the institution they primarily serve and 
the type of institution where they are located. These factors are 
discussed subsequently. 
Service Unit Selection Criteria. 
The rationale for the selection of units was that the sample 
satisfied three characteristics. First, that each unit satisfied the 
definition of a service unit as delineated by the study in Chapter I. 
Second, that the sample represented a diverse range of service units. 
Third, that there exist within the sample specified sets of units with 
similarities for comparative analysis. 
The first characteristic was that organizational units satisfy the 
definition of a service unit as delineated by the study: 
A service unit in an academic environment is an organized 
staff assembled for the purpose of providing services in 
support of accomplishing institutional objectives by other 
organizational components and/or individual students, 
faculty and staff. The units also possess the properties 
of a formal structure, i.e., specialization, 
differentiation, centralization and formalization. 
This characteristic created a population from which a sample was 
elected (see Appendix E). The term "organized staff" was interpreted as 
implying a minimum of one manager and numerous staff. An example of a 
133 
service unit that was rejected from the population was the controller's 
office at Bentley College, where the function is performed by a single 
individual with a shared secretary. 
The study was concerned with the treatment of the management 
control systems in service units and the participation of staff/users 
in these systems, and not with the type of service unit per se. The 
service units were not selected arbitrarily from the defined 
population, but by satisfying the second and third characteristics of 
the rationale for sample selection listed previously and described in 
detail below. Randomness of the sample selection was maintained by 
virtue of lack of knowledge concerning the application of and practiced 
participation in the control systems within these units. One exception 
to this random selection process was the inclusion of the 
Administrative Computing Center, of which the author had previous 
experience and special interest related to the study. 
The second characteristic of the sample units was that they 
represent a diverse range of service units. Three bases of diversity 
were considered in the unit selection: 
1. The types of service units 
2. The organizational area of the institution they serve 
3. The institutional types 
Eleven different types of service units were selected. This was 
important so as not to bias the sample in favor of units where a 
management control system could be considered particularly applicable. 
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The types of units were distinguished by the services performed, the 
skills required by the staff and the delivery methods employed. These 
three descriptions were not used to develop a taxonomy of service 
units, but were used to clarify the characteristics making for 
diversity between units. 
As a first approximation each type of unit selected (Table 2) 
performed obviously different service functions. However, even among 
units which performed seemingly similar functions, differences 
existed. The three computer centers and the two library units (Table 
3) illustrate the above point. Administrative and Library Computing 
Centers perform a data processing function which includes transaction 
processing, control reporting and decision information modeling, while 
the Academic Computing Center's primary function is to facilitate the 
use of computers by the users for instruction and research. Further, 
the library units, i.e., the Reference and Technical Services 
Departments perform entirely different functions, but were listed as 
similar types of units because of the environment in which they 
operate. The skills required by the staff, as discussed in Chapter I, 
were categorized as professional skills, technical skills, crafts and 
trade skills and work experience skills. While few units could 
function in the absence of all four skills among their staff, each of 
the units is usually proportionately more dependent on one primary 
skill. Examples of the primary skills required by each service unit 
type selected include; 
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Professional: the Controller, Grants and Contracts, 
and the two library units. 
Technical: the three Computing Centers and the 
Computer User Services units. 
Craft and Trade: the Media Services and the two 
Physical Plant units. 
Working Experiences: the Bursar, Food Services and the 
three Registrar units. 
The only unit in the sample which appears to require an equal 
proportion of all four skills is the Student Activities unit. The 
method of service delivery varied among the units and included: 
1. communication methods via documents, computer terminals, or 
verbal instructions, 
2. product production or alteration and/or 
3. the central mechanism or equipment used to provide the service. 
The second basis of diversity was that the units selected 
represented all of the organizational areas within the institutions 
they serviced. Of the University of Massachusetts organizational 
areas, five of the service units were in Administration and Finance, 
four in Academic Affairs, two in Student Affairs and two in the 
Management area of the President's Office. Of the Bentley College 
units, three were in the Academic Affairs area and one in 
Administration and Finance, which includes Student Affairs. 
The third and last basis of diversity was obtained by selecting 
units from both a private, medium-sized college and a public, large 
research university. The university provided a greater array of 
suitable units, i.e., those satisfying the definition of a service unit 
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discussed previously, mainly because of its size and plurality of 
purposes. From Appendix E, the university is seen to have forty-seven 
units or 70Z of the population from which the selection was made, while 
the college has twenty units or 30Z of the available population. By 
selecting thirteen university units and four college units this 
compared favorably within 6.5Z of the available population (Table 2). 
The third characteristic of the studied sample of service units 
was that there existed similarities between units for comparative 
analysis. The categories of similarities among the units were based on 
the services provided, the central method of service delivery, the 
reporting hierarchy, the primary skills and the institutional type. 
The first three categories of similarities were grouped as follows: 
Similar services provided: the three Registrar and the 
two Physical Plant units. 
Similar method of delivery: the three Computing Centers 
and the two Physical Plant 
units. 
Similar reporting hierarchy: the Media Services and Library 
Technical Services and the two 
Physical Plant units. 
The two sets of units under reporting hierarchy each report to the same 
managers outside of the units and the two Physical Plant units satisfy 
all five similarity specifications. 
The four skills groups were shown previously to include four units 
requiring professional skills, four requiring technical training, three 
requiring possession of trade crafts and five requiring work experience 
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skills. Similarities of institutional type were that thirteen units 
were located in a public institution and four units in a private 
college. The data from the six service unit demographic questions (see 
Chapter IV) answered by each unit manager further substantiate 
satisfaction of the rationale for service unit selections. 
The selection of individual subjects associated with the units was 
selected from a list of staff and users prepared by the managers of 
each service unit studied. This process is delineated in the following 
description of "Survey Distribution and Data Collection Techniques." 
Before the survey was conducted the necessary forms requesting the 
methodological process in terms of protection of privacy and subject 
safety, published by the campus committee in accordance with the Public 
Law 93-348, 1974 Title II, "Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical 
and Behavioral Research," were submitted and processed. 
Survey Distribution and Data Collection Techniques 
After pilot testing, the revised survey instruments were 
reproduced and prepared for use in the succeeding survey process: 
1) An appointment was arranged with the manager of each 
selected service unit to review briefly the project, 
(see introductory letter Appendix D), request 
participation in the survey and plan logistics. In 
many instances the manager completed his individual 
questionnaire at this meeting. 
2) A list of staff and users was requested, from which a 
sample was selected. In most cases the list was 
prepared before the managers completed their 
questionnaires. A definition of a user was offered. 
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A recipient, whether beneficiary or victim, of 
the service provided by the service unit. For 
the purpose of the study they were limited to 
those members of the institutional community who 
have more than an occasional or peripheral 
dependence on the services provided. 
3) The service unit questionnaire, requesting demographic 
and longitudinal information, was left with the manager 
to be completed and returned at his/her convenience. 
4) Staff members and users were contacted in-person, by 
telephone or, in a few isolated cases, by letter 
(e.g., users on the other university campuses) to 
describe briefly the survey, request their participa¬ 
tion and determine an appropriate time to administer 
the survey. Approximately 40Z of the questionnaires 
were completed at this first meeting when in-person 
contact occurred. 
All seventeen managers completed their questionnaires 
individually, while the staff and user surveying, with one exception 
discussed later, was performed on a one-to-one or small group basis 
(maximum size of four). Table 4 indicates how the surveying occurred 
for each service unit. One manager claimed not to have users who 
matched the definition in number two (2), above. For this unit, an 
indicator of 'individually' is shown so as not to violate the guarantee 
of anonymity. In a personal conversation long after the survey was 
completed, the manager, while reviewing a list of "his" users of 
service compiled by this investigator, agreed they did match the 
definition but that he had never thought of them as users. It was 
estimated that this survey process described above required 522 days or 
13 FTE weeks to perform. One advantage of this surveying process, was 
the excellent participation and low non-response rate on questions. 
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Participation Rate 
The participation rate was 99.4%. Each manager contacted agreed to 
participate in the survey. Similarly, each staff member selected and, 
with one exception, each user named, agreed to be surveyed. 
Non-response on Specific Questions 
Only eight respondents, six staff and two users, failed to answer 
all the questions in their survey documents, that is, 95.4% of the 
sample provided complete questionnaires. Counting each of the 
multi-response items separately, only fifty-eight of the 6,574 
questions posed had missing answers or 0.88% of the total received no 
response. By survey categories, none of the managers, 1.4% of the 
staff and 0.5% of the user questions were unanswered. It is assumed 
that these non-response rates were, in part, an indication of the 
condition of the survey instrument, since "non-responses are often 
caused by ambiguous, poorly worded or confusing questions." (Orlich, 
1978, p. 133) 
As discussed previously, all surveying, with one exception, was 
performed on a on—to—one or small group basis. The exception occurred 
where a unit's manager, staff and users were assembled for a two-day 
working session. It was in this arena, where the survey was performed 
simultaneously, that twenty-nine, or over fifty percent of the 
unanswered questions occurred. One respondent refused to answer the 
demographic question of age and eight other questions. Table 5 lists 
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TABLE 5 
UNANSWERED SURVEY QUESTIONS 
Survey Numbers of Missing Answers 
Questions Staff Survey User Survey Total 
5 (AGE) 1 • 1 
9 (R.A.) 1 • 1 
10 (SCH.) 1 1 2 
10 (R.A.) 2 1 3 
10 (P.M.) 1 1 2 
10 (P.E.) 1 • 1 
11 (E.P. - SCH.) 3 • 3 
11 (E.P. - R.A.) 4 • 4 
11 (E.P. - P.M.) 4 • 4 
11 (E.P. - P.E.) 4 • 4 
11 (D.P. - SCH.) 5 1 6 
11 (D.P. - R.A.) 5 1 6 
11 (D.P. - P.M.) 5 1 6 
11 (D.P. - P.E.) 5 1 6 
12 (TIMELINESS) 1 2 3 
12 (QUALITY) 1 2 3 
12 (QUANTITY) 1 2 3 
Column 
Totals 
45 
77.6 
13 
22.4 
58 
100 
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unanswered survey questions and the frequency with which non-responses 
occurred. The bulk of the fifty-eight unanswered questions, 39 
(67.2%), occurred on the eight-part question eleven. Two user 
questionnaires with incomplete answers indicated that the users "were 
not involved enough with the units to answer some specific questions." 
Early in the surveying process two questionnaires appeared with the 
second half of the question #11 unanswered. It was assumed by the 
surveyor that some respondents had misinterpreted the instructions for 
the question. Thereafter, all questionnaires were checked for 
completeness in the presence of the respondents. However, no 
persuasion was used to have respondents answer any questions they did 
not intend to address or felt incapable of answering. 
Data Processing 
The initial mass of data was transferred from the questionnaire to 
a spread sheet. Later these data were key punched, read into a user 
file on a 850 Prime computer and stored on magnetic tape as backup. 
The file description and raw data are provided in Appendix I. While the 
key punching could have been performed directly from the questionnaire, 
the spread sheet allowed the investigator a continuous review and sense 
of the data collected. Data from the last, approximately sixty 
questionnaires, were recorded directly on the file from a newly 
acquired terminal in the researcher's office, during which time 
exploratory analysis was begun. 
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Data Analysis Techniques 
Data analyis for the results of the survey was accomplished 
through the use of central tendency and the frequency distribution of 
the collective responses, by subject subgroups and service units. A 
series of crosstabulations was performed to determine whether there 
were any significant tendencies in the response sets. One-sample 
nonparametic statistical tests were used in testing the hypotheses. 
The results are presented in narrative and tabular form in Chapter 
IV. A demographic and longitudinal analysis of the service units and a 
demographic analysis of the subjects begins the discussion. This is 
followed by an analysis of data in response to the research questions 
and the testing of the hypotheses. Finally, results of a series of 
crosstabulations of the demographic, contextual and 
effect-of-participation variables of subject subgroups are presented 
where it was found that particular variables were exerting a 
significant influence over the responses. 
Crosstabulations 
Two series of crosstabulations were performed. The first series 
of crosstabulations was performed to observe any significant 
differences between sets of responses by subject subgroups, i.e., 
managers, staff and users, to each of the demographic and research 
questions. The second series of crosstabulations was performed between 
selected sets of the demographic, contextual or effect-of-participation 
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variables in reponses by various subject subgroups and also between 
each of the above types of variables and the service unit variable, to 
produce joint frequency distribution tables. 
The statistical Chi-square test was applied to all crosstabulated 
results to determine whether systematic relationships exist between any 
two variables, that is, whether or not the variables were statistically 
dependent. Levels of significance at the p ± .05 are reported and 
discussed in Chapter IV. Raw Chi-square, degrees of freedom and level 
of significance data are presented at the foot of each table of 
frequency responses. On occasion, levels of significance at the .05 <. 
p <_ .10 are reported in summary tables of crosstabulations only, in 
support of the exploratory nature of the study and for possible use in 
future investigations. 
Techniques Used for Testing the Hypotheses 
The hypotheses H^, H2, and H3 postulated in Chapter I were 
presented in an order that reflects the analytic path of this study and 
corresponding research questions. 
The responses from the managers' survey questions ten and eleven 
and question eleven on the staffs' and users' questionnaires were 
constructed so as to provide the necessary data to determine if the 
hypotheses were rejected, as being probably false, or supported, as 
being probably true. These data are not the result of experimental 
research, i.e., before and after two-sample measurements, but data 
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drawn from one sample to test against each hypothesis. When 
alternative statistical tests may be available for a given research 
design, it is necessary to employ the one(s) where the associated 
assumptions concerning the properties of both the observed data and the 
data specified by the hypotheses are valid. Since there is no evidence 
to demonstrate that the observations in the sample were drawn from a 
normally distributed population and the observations were not measured 
(at least) on an interval scale, common statistical parametic tests 
such as t-tests and F-tests are not applicable in this situation. 
While interval levels are shown in the tables of responses to research 
questions to facilitate discussion in Chapter IV, the measurement scale 
employed was at the ordinal level. Therefore, one-sample nonparametic 
statistical tests were necessary. 
The Chi-square test was suitable for analyizing the resulting data 
associated with Hypotheses and H^. The technique is of the 
goodnes s-of-f it type in that it may be used to test whether a 
significant difference exists between an observed number of responses 
falling in each category and an expected number based on the null 
hypothesis. Siegel (1956, pp. 43-47) suggets that the null hypothesis 
may be tested by the Chi-square test: 
146 
E* (4-1) 
where (K » observed number of cases categorized in the 
.th 
i category 
E£ “ expected number of cases in the ith category 
under the null hypothesis. 
That is, from the null hypothesis the investigator must deduce the 
expected frequency of responses. The Chi-square technique tests 
whether the observed frequencies are sufficiently close to the expected 
ones to be likely to have occurred under the null hypthesis. In each 
of the two hypotheses no change was anticipated, that is, in no 
change in staff performance of job-related tasks and in no change in 
service effectiveness, with expanded or diminished level of 
participation by staff and user, respectively, in each activity 
identified by the management control system model. Under these null 
hypotheses two alternative sets of values could have been deduced for 
the expected frequencies, E^. One alternative would be to set all 
expected frequencies equal to zero except for the 'no change' category 
where all cases would be expected. This deduction would cause division 
by zero in all but one term of the Chi-square calculation. Therefore, 
the second alternative of equally likely values for each category or a 
rectangular population (Siegel, 1956, p. 45) was employed in 
determining the value of Chi-square for each set of expected data under 
the null hypotheses and H^. 
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The Chi-square test was not suitable for analyzing the observed 
responses associated with the first hypothesis, concerned with the 
managers perceptions of the effect of expanded and diminished 
participation by staff and users. The reason for rejecting this test 
is the occurrence of small expected frequencies. Since only seventeen 
managers were sampled, the equally likely distribution resulted in 
frequencies less than five and since this test is questionable when 
twenty percent of expected frequencies are below this lower limit, an 
alternate test was necessary. 
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test of the goodness-of-f it 
(Siegel, 1956, pp. 47-52) was selected, since it can also be used to 
determine whether sample responses can reasonably be thought to have 
come from a population having the theoretical distribution. Here the 
test focuses on the largest of the deviations, D, between observed and 
expected distribution: 
D “ maximum |F (x) - S (x)| (4-2) 
o N 
where F (x) is the theoretical cumulative frequency 
0 distribution 
S (x) is the cumulative frequency distribution of the 
N N observations. 
In this test the absolute deviation of each cumulative sample value and 
expected cumulative value are calculated and the maximum deviation is 
used to determine if the sample can reasonably be thought to have come 
from a population described by the hypothesis. Again, as in the 
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Chi-square test, equally likely values for each category or a 
rectangular population was employed for each set of expected data under 
the null hypothesis. In a limited number of cases where larger levels 
of significance would occur by interpreting the hypothetical population 
as clustering all expected values at the no change level, this is noted 
and the latter assumption is applied. 
In addition to the above considerations in testing the null 
hypotheses, it is important to observe that Hypothesis Hj, concerned 
with managers' observations of the effect of staff and user 
participation, was constructed so as to require a two-tail test of 
significance. That is, no difference was considered to be likely to 
occur in either direction. Construction of Hypothesis H2 and H^, 
concerned with staff and user observations, were considered to be 
likely to occur in only one direction and required a one-tail test of 
significance. All values reported in the tables are two-tail tests of 
significance and furthermore (as will be apparent in Chapter IV), the 
values determined for Hypotheses H2 and H^ would not have a more 
meaningful effect on the outcomes of the analysis under a one-tail test 
of significance. 
Chi-square, Kolmogorov-Smirnov and t-test are employed where 
appropriate for the sample size and level of data measurements. 
Reporting of results from these tests are limited to those with p < .05 
levels of significance in Chapter IV. 
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Methodological Assumptions And Limitations 
The purpose of this survey was to collect data regarding the 
perceptions of service unit managers, staff and users both about 
components of a management control system and about the effects of 
their participation in the system's activities on job performance and 
service effectiveness. The survey deals only with the activities 
defined by a conceptual model of a management control system for 
service units. It does not attempt to identify any of the human 
factors associated with different levels of participation in these 
activities, nor any of the psychological factors associated with the 
impact that fear of change has on participation levels in job 
performance and service effectiveness. These factors are certainly an 
extension of this research and an area for future study but beyond the 
scope of this survey. 
Three specific assumptions were made in the design of the survey 
instrument concerning firstly, control system activities, secondly, the 
scale used to measure the importance of these activities and thirdly, 
the subjects' ability to extrapolate from their current experiences 
about potential differences in their units' operations which would 
result from changed levels of participation. The first assumption was 
that it was necessary to have a common framework of control system 
activities, hence the use of the activities identified by the model to 
measure the current status of the respondents' participation in control 
systems and their perceptions of the effect of change in participation 
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levels. The validity of using the activities identified in the model 
was based on the respondents' evaluations of the importance, value and 
number of activities they believed were missing in the model (question 
#8). 
The second assumption was about the appropriate scale to use in 
measuring the importance of each activity in the model. A four-point 
scale, ranging from "very important" to "little or no importance" with 
"undecided" as a fifth and last default category, was used to measure 
the importance of these activities. It was assumed that it was better 
to use this scale in an attempt to avoid neutral responses (Best, 1977, 
pp. 156-180) instead of a Likert scale ranging from very important to 
unimportant with undecided as a middle response. As pointed out by 
Allen (1973), there is "...a tendency of people to avoid taking an 
extreme stand and to choose the 'middle' answer on a question..." 
(p. 54). 
The last assumption is concerned with the foundation upon which 
staff and users, respectively, base their perceptions of change in job 
performance and service effectiveness with expanded and then diminished 
participation in control system activities. Since there was no attempt 
in this survey to determine their degree of previous exposure to 
different levels of involvement in control activities, it was assumed 
that in forming their perceptions the respondents were able to 
extrapolate from their current roles to roles involving different 
levels of participation in these activities. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction 
In the previous chapter, a description was given of the 
methodology employed for gathering and processing the data utilized in 
the assessment phase of this study. In this chapter, the results of 
the survey are presented in tabular form with a descriptive analysis. 
Interpretation of these data was undertaken to determine whether and to 
what degree relationships exist between two or more variables under 
consideration and to test the three null hypotheses regarding: 
1. anticipated changes in staff performance of job-related tasks 
with variation in levels of staff involvement in the management 
control systems and 
2. anticipated changes in the effectiveness of the services provided 
by the units with variations in levels of user involvement in the 
management control systems. 
First, the demographic and longitudinal characteristics of the selected 
unit 8 are presented. Next, the demographic characteristics of the 
three groups, i.e., managers, staff and users, are presented to provide 
descriptive characterisics of the respondents. Then results are 
discussed in relationship to the six research questions posed to each 
respondent subgroup and the findings needed to either reject or support 
the null hypotheses are presented. Finally, crosstabulation between 
selected sets of the demographic, contextual and 
effect-of-participation variables in responses by various subject 
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subgroups and also between each of the above types of variables and the 
service unit variable were performed. The results of statistical 
testing, to determine whether systematic relationships exist between 
any two variables, are presented. 
Additional tables are relegated to Appendices F through H of this 
study to reduce the bulk of this chapter. These appendices include: 
additional survey responses from the longitudinal portion of the 
'Service Unit' questionnaire; additional suggested components of a 
management control system; solicited comments concerning the service 
units, specific questions in the survey and the survey in general. 
Demographic and Longitudinal Characteristics 
of the Service Units Studied 
This study covers data gathered from eleven types and seventeen 
specific service units. See Selection of Subjects. Chapter III for a 
discussion of the selection criteria and specific service units 
studied. Six demographic characteristics and six longitudinal 
variables of the units were assessed in the survey via the second 
manager's 'Service Unit' questionnaire. 
Demographic Charcteristics of the Service Units 
The six demographics requested in questions one through six of the 
service unit questionnaire include: 
1. Primary support services provided 
153 
2. Ancillary services provided 
3. Users of the primary services 
4. Number and categories of employees assigned to the unit 
5. Number of employees funded from the unit's budget 
6. Formal organizational reporting hierarchy 
These demographic characteristics form a context for considering 
significant crosstabulation later in the chapter. 
Primary and ancillary services provided. The primary and 
ancillary service[s] provided by each service unit as described in a 
brief, summarized format by the unit manager, are reported in Table 6. 
Except for the elimination of abbreviations for clarity and a limited 
number of grammatical alterations, they are reported as received. The 
seventeen managers listed forty-eight primary services and twelve of 
the seventeen managers listed twenty-seven ancillary services 
provided. This table demonstrates both the diversity of services among 
the sampled units, and the sets of units offering similar services. 
The three registrar units provide almost identical service, while the 
two physical plant units differ only in the ancillary offerings, i.e., 
one is responsible for campus emergencies and the other for 
consultation and design services. 
Users of primary services. The direct users of the primary 
services provided by each unit are reported in Table 7 as percentiles 
in five categories. The term "direct user" as applied here means the 
initial benefactor of the service. Two examples follow. If the Media 
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TABLE 6 
PRIMARY AND ANCILLARY SERVICES PROVIDED BY EACH UNIT 
Service Unit Support Services 
Bursar^s Office 
Primary: Distribution of financial aid 
Collection of student/other receipts 
Salary/travel advances 
Ancillary: Collection of traffic fines 
Computing Center - Academic 
Primary: Computer services; 
Use of equipment 
Consulting, advising and training in 
computer use and applications 
Computing Center - Administrative 
Primary: Computer operations 
Systems development and maintenance 
Systems programming and communications 
Ancillary: Optical scanning 
Key punching 
User consulting 
Computing Center ~ Library 
Primary: Systems and programming support 
Computer User Services Dept 
Primary: Academic Software 
Student/faculty computer lab. support 
Investigation (software and hardware) 
Policy and procedure development training 
Ancillary: 
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TABLE 6 (continued) 
Service Unit Support Services 
Controller^ Office 
Primary: Maintain the university-wide financial 
system 
Process cash disbursements 
Ancillary: Special reports and studies 
Food Services - Admin. Dept. 
Primary: Financial planning 
Planning long and short-range programs 
Purchasing and delivery 
Ancillary: Goals establishment 
Information, government and product 
oriented 
Typing 
Grant8 and Contracts Office 
Primary: Proposal processing 
Sponsor negotiations or support 
Ancillary: 
Project monitoring 
Budget structuring aid 
Travel funds provision (to 
potential sponsors) 
Inter-discip1inary project facilitation 
Librarv Reference Dept. 
Primary: Provide information on all subjects 
primarily from printed sources 
Provide assistance in locating information 
Ancillary: 
and printed sources 
Teaching students/others how to U6e 
libraries and printed sources 
Selection of library materials to support 
the above functions 
Support the teaching and research 
activities of the university community 
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TABLE 6 (continued) 
Service Unit Support Services 
Library Tech. Services Dept. 
Primary: Processing of all ordered/received 
materials 
Budget monitoring 
Special services: 
gifts program, 
preservation of materials program 
Media Services Dept. 
Primary: Supply audio-visual equipment for support 
of classroom instruction 
Produce media material to support 
instruction and institutional goals 
Manage and expand a media software 
collection 
Ancillary: Consultation of instructional design and 
media usage 
Media production for public relations 
Physical Plant Dept. (A) 
Primary: Operational Services 
Preventive maintenance campus buildings 
Predictive maintenance campus buildings 
Ancillary: Liaison for all campus emergencies 
Physical Plant Dept. (B) 
Primary: Maintenance and operations campus buildings 
Preventive maintenance campus buildings 
Consultation for users 
Consultation and design services Ancillary 
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TABLE 6 (continued) 
Service Unit Support Services 
Registrar*^ Office - Graduate 
Primary: Processing graduate applications 
Maintain graduate academic records 
Perform degree audits and degree 
certification 
Ancillary: Transcripts 
Institutional studies 
Registrar's Office - Undergrad. (A) 
Primary: Registration 
Record keeping 
Transcripts and diplomas 
Ancillary: Statistics and data analysis 
Computer support function 
Registrar's Office - Undergrad. (B) 
Primary: Maintain undergraduate records (active and 
inactive 
Undergraduate registration 
Commencement audits — academic evaluation 
Ancillary: Institutional research - report preparation 
Student academic advising 
Student Activities Office 
Primary: Business research by students (accounting 
and budgeting) 
Programming (on and off campus) 
Co-ops 
School paper (daily) and radio station 
Third world programming 
Ancillary: Legal services 
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Service Department were to prepare a set of visual aids for a faculty 
member who used these aids in a classroom presentation, the direct user 
is the faculty member while students would be secondary users. If the 
Financial Aid Director were to have a system designed, developed and 
processed by a computing center, the direct user of the center's 
service would be an administrator even though the students were the 
eventual beneficiaries or secondary users of the financial aid 
process. The term "users" is here loosely employed as compared with 
the more restricted use employed in the selection of users as 
questionnaire respondents. It is apparent from Table 7 that the data 
supplied by each manager were estimates. The two exceptions were the 
Academic Computing Center where, apparently, accounting system data 
were supplied and the Library Reference Department, who with their 
usual precision, did not care to answer without recent data. From this 
table it can be observed that three units have essentially a single 
category of user: The Grants and Contracts Office with 96% faculty, the 
Bursar's Office with 97% students, and the Administrative Computing 
Center with 95% administrative users. The only units with a 
substantial percentage of users in the "Other" classification were the 
Library Computing Center with 30% and the Physical Plant Department (B) 
with 20%. The former was in the process of designing systems for an 
area library network and the latter did not explain its Other 
designation. The largest group of users were students. Faculty and 
students together comprised the largest set (57.3%) of unit users. 
Service unit "staff". It can be seen from Table 8 that each 
(B
Y 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
IE
S 
A
N
D
 
F
U
N
D
IN
G
S
) 
160 
B 
«-> o O u 
z bu *0) 
^ 00 
**-• T> 0.-0 
0> 0) 3 
*0 -o d CO 
A-» C CO a 
O 
H 
O W4 
^ BJ 
C 
O' id n 
^ O' 
■'O- ir> —* 
o^n(*><ovONNO'«}^<o-< m s£> m oo -o 
^ tA^(SM*4*4iA(nMr^ 
<0 
o. 
. Of 
a 
0) 0) 0> 0» 
•* C 
<k4 0) 
«M © 
O 
0) 
u o 
o> 
CO <kd 
*4 
K O 
•»4 0) 
** o 
«M • 
Own Q. 0> 
• 0) o 
kJ 
u 
to 
kt 
c 
o 
© 
c c o o o 
• to 
0) 0> > flu fiw * 
U *J kJ ki 
k. B 
3 O oa © 
kJ O 
3 I* 
Ck ki 
6 C 
O 0 
© © 
*» to m m •* 
G U 
CO £> 
kt 
O 
0) to to 
ki u w 
to 00 00 3 M W ■o 4) V (I 
^ ^ • *3 *3 W < CO u c c •* w w © 3 © *4 
<k4 
• • • I I I O k w k 
ci a a Qi a) a) to 
at a* a) u o u a> Q O O •* •* •* •* 
u U < 0) ^ ^ to « to 
co a a u »- u *> 
k k k C 
a a a Hi 
•p4 >f4 »p4 
*3 >» >* OO CO O0 3 
0) £1 JG 0) 0) O Ak 
X a. a* ao CL cl co 
^ o 
r-* O 
^ — 
B — 3 <0 
o o © H 
CO 
kJ 
co 
-n n 
U
n
it
's
 
o
w
n
 
s
u
p
p
o
rt
 
s
ta
f
f
. 
S
tu
d
e
n
t 
w
o
rk
 
s
tu
d
y
 
s
ta
ff
 
n
o
t 
in
c
lu
d
e
d
, 
s
e
e
 
d
is
c
u
s
s
io
n
 
161 
service unit satisfied the definition of an organizaed staff as defined 
earlier. The average total staff size was 28 members. Five units had 
a total staff which was greater than the average size, while twelve 
units were below the average. The two units accounting for the largest 
positive deviations was the Physical Plant Department (A) with 
ninety—three total staff and the Administrative Computing Center with 
seventy-eight members. Two units with a minimal staff of five were 
included in the sample. Although it was not requested information, it 
is assumed that each unit had some part-time working students. Those 
managers who did supply this unsolicited information usually had a 
large contingent of students on their staff as shown below: 
Student Staff 
Computing User Services Department 80 
Computing Center-Academic 70 
Student Activities Office 47 
Media Services Department 28 
Library Tech. Services Department 25 
It can be seen from the table of service unit staff that three units 
had responsibility for staff (19.5 total F.T.E.) who were not funded 
from their department budget; the Library Reference Department had 
one-fourth of its staff under this condition. 
Formal organizational reporting hierarchy:. The immediate external 
managers to whom each service unit reported ranged from Vice President 
to Operations Engineer and are listed in Table 9. The frequencies of 
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the sample service units in terms of functional areas and reporting 
levels are shown in Figures 11 and 12. The numerical values to the 
right of each position title indicate the number of units reporting to 
the position. Since the Administrative Food Service Department has a 
split reporting line, this is indicated by a value of one-half in 
Figure 11. 
Longitudinal Characteristics of the Service Units 
Six longitudinal variables of the service units were assessed in 
the survey via questions seven through seventeen of the second 
manager's questionnaire. These longitudinal variables were designed to 
determine the longevity of the service units, any substantial changes 
in the management and operations of the units over the last five years 
and, where changes have occurred, to determine both the nature and 
reasons for the changes. These longitudinal data will provide insight 
into the operational history of the units and the stability or 
fluctuation in their management and organizational reporting, both of 
which could affect staff and users' involvement in the unit's 
management control functions. The six longitudinal variables included 
the following: 
1. Number of years the units have been in existence 
2. Changes in the primary service(s) provided 
3. Changes in the delivery method(s) of primary services 
4. Changes in the units' managers 
Changes in the units' organizational reporting hierarchy 5. 
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The results of the longitudinal portion of the survey are shown in 
tables as they are discussed below. 
A&e of each service unit. From Table 10 it can be seen that eight 
(47.1%) of the service units sampled have been in existence for twenty 
or more years. Among this group of units are three Registrar's 
Offices. Historically, the registrar's function constituted, in its 
most generic form, the first service units in institutions of higher 
education. Since this implied a stability of purpose, but not 
necessarily of operating style. these units were selected for 
comparative analyis. Of the three most recently created units the 
Computer Users Services Department was the newest, approximately three 
years old, and the Controller's Office was in effect the result of 
organizational change, i.e., the combination of and enlarged 
responsibility for many functions formerly performed independently by 
the Accounting Departments on the three campuses of the university. 
Changes in the primary services provided and the delivery 
methods. The managers' responses to longitudinal questions (8, 9, and 
10) concerning changes in the primary services provided by their units, 
the methods of delivering these services and the rationales for these 
changes are tabulated in Table 11. Eleven (64.7%) of the units 
indicated changes in the type of services offered while fifteen (88.2%) 
responded that the methods of delivering their services had changed in 
the last five years. The changes in the types of services were always 
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accompanied by an increase in the number of different services 
provided. A brief description of these changes, supplied by the 
managers, is given in Appendix F, Tables 69 and 70. In addition to the 
three computing service units, four other units claimed that computer 
associated automation influenced changes in both services and delivery 
methods. It is not surprising that thirteen of the units listed 
technological advances as the rationale for changes in the delivery 
methods. Only the Bursar's and the Graduate Registrar's Offices 
acknowledged stability in the two areas of delivery and services 
provided, even though the latter noted that services had also been 
expanded and improved through automation. 
Changes in the management of service units. Reported in Table 12 
are years when changes in the principal internal manager (I) and 
immediate external manager (E) occurred. During each of the five 
years, two or more changes transpired among the sampled units in both 
internal and external management, with the largest number of combined 
changes (8) occurring in 1978. The Controller's Office represents the 
unit with the most recent managerial flux, having both its internal and 
external managers changed twice in the last two years. The Student 
Activities Office has had the most continuous turnover in the principal 
internal manager's position. Except for 1982, each of the last five 
years has seen a change. The most recent Director commented, I have 
been most successful — I've been here for two years.” The mutation in 
Student Activities leadership appears to revolve around the conflict 
between students and the Directors as to who has authority to direct 
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the unit. Only the Graduate Registrar's Office and the Library 
Reference Department have had continuity in both managers' positions 
over the last five years, while three units have had no changes in 
internal managers and three other units have had no changes in external 
managers. 
Changes in the service unit's functional area reporting 
hierarchy. It is apparent from Table 13 that very little 
organizational change occurred by shuffling service units between 
functional areas of the institutions. The one exception among the 
sample units was moving the Computer User Services Department from the 
direction of the Computer Center under the Vice President for Business 
and Finance to Academic Administration under the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs at Bentley College. This type of organizational 
change does not occur readily. First, most service units are created 
initially to provide a primary service associated with the activities 
of a functional area and secondly there is an illusion within the 
functional area of "ownership" when an area has supported the 
development of a service unit over time. Therefore, with few 
exceptions, this type of reorganization occurs at some cost when a unit 
is selected to report to a higher organizational level because of its 
expanded responsibilities. As a case in point, before 1978 the 
Controller's Office and Administrative Computing Center were 
transferred from "campus authority" to the University President's 
Office. This organizational move in defiance of "ownership" brought 
about fierce political infighting and repeated changes in internal and 
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external management. 
Changes in the service unites physical location. Six of the 
service units sampled had cause to make a change in their physical 
location. The rationale for the changes are indicated in Table 14. All 
of the units indicated space as a reason and did so to acquire 
additional room to operate. Only two unit managers indicated that 
better access by the users was a partial rationale for move. Three 
managers reported that their relocation occurred for other reasons, two 
because of structural problems with the building they occupied and the 
third because an academic unit with a higher priority was expanding 
(see Appendix F, Table 71). 
Presentation and Analysis of the Survey Responses 
The findings of this study are based on data gathered from 174 
survey responses. To facilitate the presentation of these findings a 
taxonomy of survey respondents and a delineation of data set (table) 
formats are offered. The data are presented and analyzed in the 
following order: demographic characteristics of the respondents, 
responses to research questions and testing the hypotheses, and then 
the crosstabulation of variables. 
Taxonomy of the Survey Respondents 
The 174 respondents to the survey consisted of 17 (9.8%) managers, 
89 (51.1%) staff and 68 (39.1%) users. Table 15 displays the frequency 
distribution of each respondent subgroup by service unit. Also 
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indicated in this table, column 2, is the percentage of total unit 
staff surveyed, where the total staff is defined from Table 8 as the 
sum of staff and support staff. The intention of this study was to 
administer the questionnaire to between 20 and 30 percent of the 
service unit staff. While the average of staff studied to the total 
staff for all units was 21.6%, many deviations occurred. Where service 
units were comprised of a small staff, e.g.. Media Services and the 
Controller s Office, a larger percentage of staff were intentionally 
surveyed so as to acquire a representative size sample from each unit. 
Two service units show a low number of staff and sample percentage. 
This was simply the result of the number of staff made available to the 
surveyor and could not be altered. Also displayed in Table 15, column 
4, is the percentage of all respondents for each unit from the total 
survey sample. An even distribution would have resulted in a 5.6% 
sample from each unit. Excluding the Food Services and Administrative 
Computing Center units, the range was 2.9% to 7.5%. 
One additional collective of responses was added to the data 
collected by the survey. This addition is indicated in Table 15 as 
Commercial Service Departments. Eight graduate students who were all 
employed full time for three or more years in service units of Boston 
area industrial firms completed the staff questionnaire. Although the 
sample was small, these data were included as a cursory attempt to 
register any differences between industrial staff and higher education 
staff in response to the research questions. 
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Format of the Data Presentation 
Since the data were collected by respondent subgroups, i.e., 
managers, staff and users, the findings are presented in tabular form 
for each subgroup and the aggregate value of all responses. It will be 
observed that none of the tables of data display (column) totals for 
the above categories. Since only eight respondents, six staff, and two 
users, failed to answer all the questions in their survey document and 
the distribution by subgroups is shown in Table 15, it was deemed 
needless to repeat column totals where a minimal number of missing 
answers occurred. Where a missing observation does occur, it is 
indicated by a table footnote. 
In most instances, response categories to survey questions 
employed ordinal level scales and the resultant data are reported as 
frequency counts. The exception, where interval level scales were 
used, were data gathered about the timeliness, quality and quantity of 
services offered by service units. With this one exception. the 
resultant data were nonparametric and, therefore. the series of 
crosstabulations performed to observe any significant differences 
between sets of responses by subject subgroups to each of the 
demographic and research questions are indicated by Chi-square test 
results, in this segment of the chapter. The one-sample nonparametric 
Chi-square and Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistical tests were used for 
testing the hypotheses. 
To examine fundamental measures of central tendency for each 
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subgroup and for the total sample population, the following indices are 
presented in the tables of data: approximate values of the sample mean, 
median, spread dispersion and sample error. These measures of central 
tendency have to be considered as approximating the actual values, 
since to do otherwise would necessitate 
1. an assumption that the difference between adjacent scale values 
are equal, e.g., between slightly increased - moderately 
increased - greatly increased, and 
2. an assumption that where categories were depicted as a range, the 
responses were evenly distributed in the interval, e.g., the 
demographic interval 30-39 years of age. 
To facilitate the discussion and generate the approximate summary 
statistics,interval level indicators or point values are associated 
with each ordered category or scale level within each data set. 
Before findings for different sets of questionnaire items are 
presented, e.g., demographic characteristics of respondents or 
responses to the research questions, summary tables are introduced of 
crosstabulations between various subgroup responses producing 
significant results. Similarly, following a collection of data tables, 
a summary of camparative findings is often presented. In several of 
the summary tables of crosstabulations between subgroup responses, 
levels of significance of p < .01, .05, and .10 are listed. Detailed 
information concerning the statistical dependence of subgroup data, 
such as raw Chi-square and degrees of freedom are presented at the foot 
of each individual table only for significant levels of p < .01 and 
.05. Values of p < .10 are included in the summary tables only because 
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these results may constitute possible areas of future investigation and 
interest, but are omitted in each data table since this level of 
significance falls outside the scope of the study, as defined in 
Chapter III. 
Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents 
Six demographic characteristics of all respondents were assessed. 
Three general demographics; formal education, age and sex, were 
requested. The remaining three demographic factors were based on the 
individuals' relationship(s) with the institution(s). First, the 
number of years employed in institutions of higher education, second, 
the individual's present position title, and third, the number of years 
the individual was assigned to his/her current department or unit. For 
the users, the second and third demographic questions were combined 
with an additional query; what was the user's primary status within 
three categories: 
1. student, 
2. faculty, and 
3. classified, professional or administrative staff. 
The sixty eight users had the following primary statuses: 
Students 5 (7.4%) 
Faculty 19 (27.9%) 
Classified 
Professional or 
Administrative Staff 44 (64.7%) 
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Statistically significant crosstabulations of variables by sets of 
respondent subgroups are shown in Table 16. Formal education produced 
significant results, p £ .05, for three of the possible four 
subgroupings, while sex and number of years employed in higher 
education indicates two subgroupings with significant results. Both 
the age and number of years assigned to the current department 
demographic (not shown) did not relate between any subgrouping of 
respondences significantly. 
Formal education. Only 19 (10.8%) of the 174 respondents, had not 
pursued some formal education at the college level, as shown in Table 
17, while the largest number of those surveyed, 129 (74.1%), had one or 
more terminal degrees (those with two years of college resulting in an 
Associate Degree were not included). Over 64% of the service unit 
managers had acquired a master's degree. Since only one manager had a 
doctorate, this degree does not generally appear to be a prerequisite 
for these positions. Similarly, only one staff member had a doctorate; 
however, a good majority (66.2%) had received one or more degrees. As 
one would expect in an academic environment, the users had a high level 
of formal education, with 54 (63.3%) having acquired at least a 
bachelor's degree and 22 (19 were faculty) having earned doctorates. 
From this demographic it is clear that the individuals employed in 
providing services to the institutional community, i.e., managers and 
staff of the service units, had in some measure a high level of formal 
education. It can be speculated that this level of formal education 
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TABLE 16 
CROSSTABULATION OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES BY SETS OF RESPONDENT 
SUBGROUPS PRODUCING SIGNIFICANT RESULTS 
By: 
Factor 1 
Factor 2 
Sets of Levels 
Chi-square 
of Significance 
Demographic 
Variables 
Respondent 
Subgroups P < .01 P <. *05 P < .10 
Formal Education M-S-U 
M - S 
M-U 
S - U 
.0000 
.0124 
.0000 
.0776 
Age M-S-U 
M - S 
.0719 
.0806 
Sex M-S-U 
M - S 
S - U 
.0136A 
.0268 
.0276 
•0929t 
.1287® 
Number of Years 
Employed in 
Higher Education 
M-S-U 
M - S 
M-U 
S - U 
.0146 
.0211 
.1266 
.0599 
Single respondent types: M = managers, S = staff, U = users. 
Respondent groups: M-S = managers and staff, M-U = managers and users. 
M-S-U = all three respondent groups. 
A Raw Chi-Square calculation (see Table 19) 
Corrected Chi-Square calculation (see Table 19) 
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TABLE 17 
FORMAL EDUCATION BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUP 
Count (% of Total) 
(% of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Levels Education Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 1 Yr. High Sch. 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
1 (0.6) 
(1.5) 
1 (0.6) 
2 2 Yrs. High Sch. 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
0 (0.0) 
3 3 Yrs. High Sch. 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
1 (0.6) 
(1.5) 
1 (0.6) 
4 4 Yrs. High Sch. 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
7 (4.0) 
(7.9) 
3 (1.7) 
(4.4) 
10 (5.7) 
5 1 Yr. P. B. or V.S } 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
1 (0.6) 
(1.1) 
1 (0.6) 
(1.5) 
2 (1.1) 
6 2 Yrs. P. B. or V. S. 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
2 (1.1) 
(2.2) 
0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
2 (1.1) 
7 3 Yrs. P. B. or V. S. 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
2 (1.1) 
(2.2) 
1 (0.6) 
(1.5) 
3 (1.7) 
8 1 Yr. College 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
3 (1.7) 
(3.4) 
0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
3 (1.7) 
9 2 Yrs. College 1 (0.6) 
(5.9) 
10 (5.7) 
(11.2) 
2 (1.1) 
(2.9) 
13 (7.5) 
1 P. B. or V.S.: Professional, Business or Vocational Schools 
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TABLE 17 (continued) 
Count (% of Total) 
(% of Subgroup) 
Interval 
Levels Education 
Respondent Subgroups 
Managers Staff Users Totals 
10 3 Yrs. College 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
5 (2.9) 
(5.6) 
5 (2.9) 
(7.4) 
10 (5.7) 
11 4 Yrs. College 4 (2.3) 
(23.5) 
19 (10.9) 
(21.3) 
11 (6.3) 
(16.2) 
34 (19.5) 
12 + Yrs. College 0 (0.0) 
(0.0) 
23 (13.2) 
(25.8) 
6 (3.4) 
(8.8) 
29 (16.7) 
13 Masters Degree 11 (6.3) 
(64.7) 
16 (9.2) 
(18.0) 
15 (8.6) 
(22.1) 
41 (24.1) 
14 Doctoral Degree 1 (0.6) 
(5.9) 
1 (0.6) 
(1.1) 
22 (12.6) 
(32.4) 
24 (13.8) 
Mean 12.353 10.449 11.647 11.103 
Median 12.818 11.263 12.700 11.776 
Std. Dev. 1.272 2.616 3.021 2.767 
Variance 1.618 6.841 9.127 7.654 
Std. Error .308 .277 .366 .210 
Respondent Raw Degrees of Levels of 
Subgroup Clusters Chi-Sauares Freedom Significance 
M - S - U 67.13376 24 .0000 
M - S 22.58805 10 .0124 
S - U 43.54176 12 .0000 
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among service unit personnel occur for two reasons: 
1. the need for this level of education to facilitate better 
interaction with the user community or, 
2. the proximity of the service units to a more educated pool of 
applicants for available positions. 
The latter reason appears more plausible since, from Table 15 and the 
previous discussion of staff skills, eight of the service units (34.8Z 
of the staff) studied were seen as requiring craft and trade or working 
experience skills and four units (33.7% of the staff) required 
primarily technical skills. The former reason, need for this level of 
education to facilitate better staff-user interaction, if real, is 
conveniently satisfied. 
Age. The bulk of the studied population was under forty years of 
age (56.7%; see Table 18), with each subgroup having the largest number 
of respondents between age 30 and 39 years. By combining the first 
three categories, one sees that 81.6% of the respondents were under the 
age of 50. Assuming an even distribution within intervals, the median 
age was 36.5 years for the staff and 41.3 years for the managers. 
Using 65 as a base retirement age and 18 years as a lower employment 
limit, the median age for a normal distribution is 41.5 years. 
Therefore, fifty percent of the staff were five years younger than this 
median age. Despite the expectation that the managers would be 
somewhat older than the median of a normal working age distribution, 
given their position in the organizational hierarchy, they were, in 
fact, slightly under this median age. 
TABLE 18 
AGE OF RESPONDENTS BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUP 
Count (Z of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Interval 
Levels Ages 
Respondent Subgroups 
Managers Staff Users1 Totals 
1 Under 30 yrs. 0 ( 0.0) 18 (10.4) 7 ( 4.0) 25 (14.5) 
( 0.0) (20.5) (10.3) 
2 30 - 39 yrs. 8 ( 4.6) 40 (23.1) 25 (14.5) 73 (42.2) 
(47.1) (45.5) (36.8) 
3 40 - 49 yrs. 4 ( 2.3) 17 ( 9.8) 22 (12.7) 43 (24.9) 
(23.5) (19.3) (32.4) 
4 50 - 59 yrs. 5 ( 2.9) 9 ( 5.2) 9 ( 5.2) 23 (13.3) 
(29.4) (10.2) (13.2) 
5 Over 59 yrs. 0 ( 0.0) 4 ( 2.3) 5 ( 2.9) 9 ( 5.2) 
( 0.0) ( 4.5) ( 7.4) 
Mean 2.824 2.330 2.706 2.526 
Median 2.625 2.150 2.591 2.342 
Std. Dev. .883 1.058 1.066 1.060 
Variance .779 1.120 1.136 1.123 
Std. Error .214 .113 .129 .081 
Missing observation: One user would not answer this demographic question. 1 
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Sex. The total respondents were near equally divided according to 
this demographic characteristic, with only 4.6% more men than women 
(Table 19). Eleven (12.4%) more staff were women and ten (14.8%) more 
users were men. However, 76.5% of the managers were men, indicating a 
large difference in the ratio between women and men as staff members 
and as managers of the service units studied. One could also assume 
from these results a lag time between the movement of women into 
positions as staff members as compared with the positions as service 
unit managers. It will be seen from the discussion of demographic 
characteristics that the measure of the sex demographic has the lowest 
standard error(s) of the sample mean, indicating a lower possible 
sample error from the population. 
Number of years employed in higher education. It is apparent from 
the responses displayed in Table 20 that two tiers dominate these 
demographic findings. The first tier has a total of 63 or 36.2% of the 
respondents, who have been employed in higher education for between one 
and six years, whereas the second tier has 96 or 55.2% of those 
responding with over nine years in higher education. While the first 
and fifth intervals encompass different ranges of time, these 
differences do not explain in total the discrepancies in the 
distributions. For example, the 3 (1.7%) respondents with one or fewer 
years is out of proportion with the second and third interval values, 
and is equal to less than one third these values. While this small 
number could have been the consequence of the staff selection process, 
e.g., a desire not to include employees with less experience or 
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TABLE 19 
SEX OF RESPONDENTS BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUP 
Count (% of Total) 
(% of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Level Sex Managers Staff Users^ Totals 
1 Female 4 ( 2.3) 
(23.5) 
50 (28.7) 
(56.2) 
29 (16.7) 
(42.6) 
83 (47.7) 
2 Male 13 ( 7.5) 
(76.5) 
39 (22.4) 
(43.8) 
39 (22.4) 
(57.4) 
91 (52.3) 
Mean 1.765 1.438 1.574 1.523 
Median 1.846 1.390 1.628 1.544 
Std. Dev. .437 .499 .498 .501 
Variance .191 .249 .248 .251 
Std. Error .106 .053 .060 .038 
Respondent Raw Degrees of Levels of 
Subgroup Clusters Chi-Sauares Freedom Significance 
M - S - U 7.24234 2 .0268 
M - S 6.08868:: 
4.85229 
1 .0136 
1 .0276 
Raw Chi Square calculation 
Corrected Chi Square calculation 
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TABLE 20 
NUMBER OF YEARS EMPLOYED IN HIGHER EDUCATION BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUP 
Count (% of Total) 
(% of Subgroup) 
Interval 
Level Years 
Respondent SubarouDS 
Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Less than lyr 0(0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 3 ( 1.7) 3 ( 1.7) 
( 0.0) ( 0.0) ( 4.4) 
2 1-3 yrs. 0 ( 0.0) 22 (12.6) 7 ( 4.0) 29 (16.7) 
( 0.0) (24.7) (10.3) 
3 4-6 yrs. 2 ( 1.1) 16 ( 9.2) 16 ( 9.6) 34 (19.5) 
(11.8) (18.0) (23.5) 
4 . 7-9 yrs. 0 ( 0.0) 7 ( 4.0) 5 ( 2.9) 12 ( 6.9) 
( 0.0) ( 7.9) ( 7.4) 
5 Over 9 yrs. 15 ( 8.6) 44 (25.3) 37 (21.3) 96 (55.2) 
(88.2) (49.4) (54.4) 
Mean 4.765 3.820 3.971 3.971 
Median 4.867 4.429 4.581 4.594 
Std. Dev. .664 1.284 1.269 1.256 
Variance .441 1.649 1.611 1.577 
Std. Error .161 .136 .154 .095 
Respondent Raw Degrees of Levels of 
Subgroup Clusters Chi-Square Freedom Signif iicance 
M - S - U 19.04007 8 .0146 
M - U 9.72375 3 .0211 
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longevity, this would have no effect on the more unique drop within the 
seven to nine year interval of employment in the surveyed population. 
It would have been interesting to investigate this demographic variable 
further. For example, possible relationships betwen years employed in 
higher education and the demographics of age and sex would yield 
potentially enlightening results. However, the format for the data 
collection of these two variables (sex and age) did not lend itself to 
an assessment of these possible relationships and further testing along 
these lines would have been outside the scope of this study. 
The availability data do provide suggestive implications 
concerning each of the subgroups studied, i.e., staff, managers and 
users, and their years in higher education service. From the available 
data, particularly for the staff of service units, it appears that a 
large number of employees remain in the higher education environment 
for up to six years. Then, for whatever reason, many leave. Those who 
remain appear then to have developed a career commitment, as reflected 
by the nearly 50% of the staff who have over nine years of employment 
in higher education. The higher frequency 15 (88.2%) of managers with 
nine or more years is more understandable since they have probably also 
developed career paths centered in fields associated with higher 
education. Similarly, career path implications appear to apply for the 
users where, of the 54.4% users with nine or more years, twelve were 
faculty and many of the others were also department managers. What is 
also interesting is the reflection by these data of years employed in 
higher education in the next demographic. 
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Number of years—assigned—to_current department. The response 
pattern shown in Table 21 for this demographic variable reflects the 
same two-tier effect seen in the preceeding discussion. Here, however, 
there is an approximate reversal in the total values of the two tiers, 
w^h 51.5% of the respondents being assigned to their current service 
department for one to six years (compared with 36.2% of respondents for 
the variable of number of years employed in higher education) and 
current department assignment of over nine years for 37.9% of those 
responding (compared with 55.2% of respondents for the previous 
variable). This, therefore, indicates a measure of movement by members 
of all three subgroups among different departments, which may include 
departments at different institutions of higher education, particularly 
for managers and users who in many cases were managers with specific 
service unit experience. Again here, but to a larger degree than in 
the case of years spent in higher education, there was an absence of 
respondents being assigned to the current department for seven to nine 
years. 
It should be noted that there were only six unanswered demographic 
questions out of the 1044 requested. Since five of these non responses 
were by Student Activities Office users who were full time students and 
not associated with a department, as indicated in Table 21, only the 
one user who declined to offer her age was a true missing observation. 
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TABLE 21 
NUMBER OF YEARS ASSIGNED TO CURRENT DEPARTMENT BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUP 
Count (% of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Interval 
Respondent Subgroups 
Level Years Managers Staff Users* Totals 
1 Less than 1 yr. 1 ( 0.6) 6 ( 3.6) 3 ( 1.8) 10 ( 5.9) 
( 5.9) ( 6.7) ( 4.8) 
2 1-3 yrs. 4 ( 2.4) 31 (18.3) 16 ( 9.5) 51 (30.2) 
(23.5) (34.8) (25.4) 
3 4-6 yrs. 3 ( 1.8) 18 (10.7) 15 ( 8.9) 36 (21.3) 
(17.6) (20.2) (23.8) 
4 7-9 yrs. 1 ( 0.6) 3 ( 1.8) 4 ( 2.4) 8 ( 4.7) 
( 5.9) ( 3.4) ( 6.3) 
5 Over 9 yrs. 8 ( 4.7) 31 (18.3) 25 (14.8) 64 (37.9) 
(47.1) (34.8) (39.7) 
Mean 3.647 3.247 3.508 3.385 
Med ian 4.000 2.917 3.333 3.153 
Std. Dev. 1.455 1.416 1.366 1.402 
Variance 2.118 2.006 1.867 1.964 
Std. Error .353 .150 .172 .108 
1 Five users were full time students and are not associated with a 
user department. They were users of Student Activities Office. 
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Summary of Demographic Characteristics 
It appears from these findings that the minimum that can be 
concluded concerning the surveyed sample is that all three subgroups 
associated with service units have a considerable degree of formal 
education and that their age is below the median age of a "working 
years' distribution. Except for managers, who are still predominantly 
male, the sex of those associated with service units indicates a nearly 
even representation. Respondents' working experience, both in a higher 
educational environment and in their currently assigned departments, 
resulted in two predominant tiers into which the majority fall, the 
first being between one and six years and the second over nine years. 
Research Questions 
The presentation and analysis of responses to the six research 
questions for the three subgroups drafted in Chapter 3 are offered in 
the following order: 
1. respondents' perceptions concerning the importance of activities 
identified by the management control system model delineated in 
Chapter I, 
2. the identification and importance placed on additional activities 
associated with this type of control system, 
3. the assessment of the current and advocated participation levels 
in management control system activities, 
4. the perceived effect by managers of changing participation levels 
by staff on performance of job-related tasks and changing 
participation levels by users on the service effectiveness, 
the perceived effect by staff of changing participation levels on 
their performance of job-related tasks, 
5. 
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6. the perceived effect by users of changing participation levels on 
the service effectiveness and 
7. the rating of the services currently provided by the service 
units. 
The fourth, fifth, and sixth clusters of research questions are 
followed by the results of testing the three hypotheses presented in 
Chapter I. 
Research questions M^, and U^. What value do respondents place 
on the importance of each activity identified by the management control 
system model in the operation of their (the) service unit(s)? When 
ranking the importance of the eleven control system activities, the 174 
respondents recorded only 42 'undecided' responses or 2.2% of the 
possible 1914 answers. The four attitudinal responses ranging between 
"very important" to "little or no importance," with "undecided" as a 
fifth default response, were selected over the Likert-type scale with 
'undecided' as a middle value, to encourage respondents to take a 
decided stand on the value of the activities. The frequency of 
"undecided" responses for each activity is exhibited in Table 22 and 
reveals that no respondents had difficulty deciding on the importance 
of prioritizing requests for service. Similarly, few had difficulty 
with any of the other activities, with the only exception being the 
recycling of unassigned requests. Especially in a time of limited 
resources this activity appears to represent a troubling process. The 
attitude of those associated with service units was made more apparent 
when many of the respondents, after completing the survey, voiced the 
not permitted the option of refusing or opinion that service units were 
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TABLE 22 
NUMBER OF "UNDECIDED" RESPONSES RECORDED FOR SURVEY QUESTION 7, 
EVALUATION OF THE MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM MODEL ACTIVITIES 
Respondent Subgroups 
Activities 
(Abbreviated) Managers Staff Users 
Raw Totals 
No. Pet 
Document requests • 2 • 2 4.8 
Perform feasibility 
studies • 1 3 4 9.5 
Determine estimates of 
effort • 2 2 4 9.5 
Prioritize requests • • • 0 0.0 
Project Availability 
of resources 1 1 2 4 9.5 
Match & assign resources 
to pending requests • 2 2 4 9.5 
Maintain a master 
schedule • 1 2 3 7.1 
Recycle unassigned 
requests 4 3 6 13 31.0 
Monitor Progress towards 
completion of requests • 2 • 2 4.8 
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TABLE 22 (continued) 
Activities 
(Abbreviated) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Managers Staff Users No 
Raw Totals 
. Pet 
Evaluate performance & 
service effectiveness • 2 1 3 7.1 
Evaluate periodically: 
value of resources, 
accuracy of estimating 
and scheduling • • 3 3 7.1 
Column 5 16 21 42 99.9 
Totals 11.9 38.1 50.0 
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recycling a request for service. Further investigation of the 
undecided responses revealed that thirteen individuals surveyed used 
this response only once, primarily for the recycling activity and that 
eight individuals accounted for 27 (64.3Z) of the answers reflecting 
indecision. The majority of the answers reflecting indecision were by 
users, 21 (50.0Z), some of whom registered a lack of knowledge about 
the "internal operation" of the service unit after being surveyed. 
Displayed in Table 23 are the statistically significant 
crosstabulations between different sets of respondent subgroups and 
their appraisal of activities of the management control system model. 
As indicated in this table, the evaluation by different subgroups of 
only three activities, determining estimates of effort, prioritizing 
requests and the projection of future availability of resources, 
resulted in Chi-square values which produced levels of significance 
within the scope of this study. The relationship between the valued 
importance placed on all three of these activities by the subgroups 
composed of the total sampled population produced significant results. 
The importance rankings of each control system activity by 
managers, staff and users are presented in tabular format by Tables 24 
through 34. In order to generate summary statistics for these response 
patterns, interval or point values were assigned the allowable 
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TABLE 23 
CROSSTABULATION OF THE CONTROL SYSTEM ACTIVITIES RANKINGS BY 
SETS OF RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS PRODUCING SIGNIFICANT RESULTS 
Factor 2 
Sets of 
Chi-Square 
Levels of Significance 
Factor 1 
Activities 
Respondent 
Subgroups P £ .01 p £ .05 p s. 
Perform feasibility studies M - S .1394 
Determine estimates of 
effort to complete requests 
M - S - U 
S - U .0028 
.0277 
Prioritize requests M - S - U 
S - U 
.0020 
.0002 
Project future availability 
of resources 
M - S - U 
M - S 
M - U 
S - U 
.0198 
.0168 
.1176 
.0887 
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responses, i.e., one for "very important" to four for "little or no 
4 
importance." The undecided responses were not included in the 
presentation of data and therefore, Table 22 can be viewed as a summary 
of missing observations. 
Table 24 displays responses concerning documenting requests for 
service. Clearly, this activity received a ranking of very important 
by the majority of each subgroup, with 92 (53.5%) of the total 
respondents regarding it as having this value. Managers valued (mean 
of 1.588) this activity highest, compared with the other respondents, 
with none of them assessing it as having little or no importance. 
Unexpectedly, 14 (20.6%) of the users, who could be most affected by 
the misplacement or unintended avoidance of requests for service, 
registered values between some and no importance for this activity. 
Table 25 displays responses about performing feasibility studies 
when needed. This activity received the second lowest ranking of all 
those defined by the management control system model, with mean values 
recorded by each subgroup only slightly above the midmost level between 
ratings of important and of lesser importance. Over 74% of the total 
survey sample felt that this activity rated one of the two intermediate 
values, while it received the largest number, 19 (11.2%), of little or 
no importance scores. After completion of the survey, there were no 
4. Hereafter, the ranking terms, e.g., "very important" through "little 
or no importance," are used in the remaineder of this chapter only in 
the technical sense and appear without quotation marks. 
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TABLE 24 
"DOCUMENTING REQUESTS FOR SERVICE" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (% of Total) 
(% of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Levels Rankings Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 9 ( 5.2) 
(52.9) 
46 (26.7) 
(52.9) 
37 (21.5) 
(54.4) 
92 (53.5) 
2 Important 6 ( 3.5) 
(35.3) 
28 (16.3) 
(32.2) 
17 ( 9.9) 
(25.0) 
51 (29.7) 
3 Some (but limited) 
importance 
2 ( 1.2) 
(11.8) 
6 ( 3.5) 
( 6.9) 
11 ( 6.4) 
(16.2) 
19 (11.0) 
4 Little or no 
importance 
0 ( 0.0) 
( 0.0) 
7 ( 4.1) 
( 8.0) 
3 ( 1.7) 
( 4.4) 
10 ( 5.8) 
Mean 1.588 1.701 1.706 1.692 
Med ian 1.444 1.446 1.419 1.435 
Std. Dev. .712 .916 .899 .887 
Variance .507 .840 .808 .788 
Std. Error .173 .098 .109 .068 
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TABLE 25 
"PERFORMING FEASIBILITY STUDIES WHEN NEEDED" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (Z of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Levels Rankings Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 2 ( 1.2) 
(11.8) 
11 ( 6.5) 
(12.5) 
11 ( 6.5) 
(16.9) 
24 (14.1) 
2 Important 6 ( 3.5) 
(35.3) 
43 (25.3) 
(48.9) 
25 (14.7) 
(38.5) 
74 (43.5) 
3 Some (but limited) 
importance 
9 ( 5.3) 
(52.9) 
24 (14.1) 
(27.3) 
20 (11.8) 
(30.8) 
53 (31.2) 
4 Little or no 
importance 
0 ( 0.0) 
( 0.0) 
10 ( 5.9) 
(11.4) 
9 ( 5.3) 
(13.8) 
19 (11.2) 
Mean 2.412 2.375 2.415 2.394 
Median 2.556 2.267 2.360 2.324 
Std. Dev. .712 .848 .934 .865 
Variance .507 .720 .872 .749 
Std. Error .173 .090 .116 • 066 
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indications of questions by respondents pertaining to the definition or 
purpose of a feasibility study. Despite this investigator's 
expectations that managers would have seen this activity as more 
important, particularly with the phrasing "when needed," 9 (52.9) 
valued it as having only some but limited importance. Considering 
requests for service whose timing could be problematic and/or might 
require additional or different resources of all types, by both the 
service unit and users, these responses are surprising. Feelings are, 
understandably, that requests for services are doable and should be 
done. 
Table 26 indicates responses for determining estimates of effort 
to complete requests. Here, over seventy-three percent of the 
respondents judged the determination of estimates as very important or 
important; where these values were weighted most by staff at 85%, with 
managers at 70.6% and users at 59.1%. This appears to reflect a 
decreasing order of concern relating to work (job) expectations and 
performance. While all four categories of rankings were utilized by 
each subgroup and there was a significant relationship between 
responses by two subsets of respondents, the users' assessment, 41.2%, 
some to no importance, was markedly lower. This possibly indicates not 
only less user concern but also an impression they have that this 
function has more relevance to those directly associated with the 
service unit. 
Table 27 shows responses concerning prioritizing requests for 
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TABLE 26 
"DETERMINING ESTIMATES OF EFFORTS TO COMPLETE REQUESTS" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (Z of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Levels Rankings Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 4 ( 2.4) 23 (13.5) 15 ( 8.8) 42 (24.7) 
(23.5) (26.4) (22.7 )• 
2 Important 8 ( 4.7) 51 (30.0) 24 (14.1) 83 (48.8) 
(47.1) (58.6) (36.4) 
3 Some (but limited) 3 ( 1.8) 10 ( 5.9) 18 (10.6) 31 (18.2) 
importance (17.6) (11.5) (27.6) 
4 Little or no 2 ( 1.2) 3 ( 1.8) 9 ( 5.3) 14 ( 8.2) 
importance (11.8) ( 3.4) (13.6) 
Mean 2.176 1.920 2.318 2.100 
Median 2.063 1.902 2.250 2.018 
Std. Deviation .951 .719 .979 . 868 
Variance .904 .517 .959 .753 
Std. Error .231 .077 .121 .067 
Respondent 
Subgroup Clusters 
Raw 
Chi-Squares 
Degrees of Levels of 
Freedom Significance 
M - S - U 
S - U 
14.18273 
14.07268 
6 
3 
0277 
0028 
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TABLE 27 
"PRIORITIZING REQUESTS FOR SERVICE" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (% of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgrouns 
Interval 
Levels Rankings Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 10 ( 5.7) 61 (35.1) 27 (15.5) 98 (56.3) 
(58.8) (68.5) (39.7) 
2 Important 5 ( 2.9) 26 (14.9) 28 (16.1) 59 (33.9) 
(29.4) (29.2) (41.2) 
3 Some (but limited) 1 ( 0.6) 1 ( 0.6) 11 ( 6.3) 13 ( 7.5) 
importance ( 5.9) ( 1.1) (16.2) 
4 Little or no 1 ( 0.6) 1 ( 0.6) 2 ( 1.1) 4 ( 2.3) 
importance ( 5.9) ( 1.1) ( 2.9) 
Mean 1.588 1.348 1.824 1.557 
Median 1.350 1.230 1.750 1.388 
Std. Dev. .870 .566 .809 .733 
Variance .757 .320 .655 .537 
Std. Error .211 .060 .098 .056 
Respondent Raw Degrees of Levels of 
Subgroup Clusters Chi-Sauares Freedom Significance 
M - S - U 20.81113 6 .0020 
S - U 19.41555 3 .0002 
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service. Prioritizing requests was given the highest overall appraisal 
by those surveyed, with a mean value of 1.557, which is only marginally 
below the mid point between the important and very important levels. 
Again here, as with determining estimates of effort to complete 
requests, this high assessment of importance was weighted most by the 
staff where 87 (97.7Z) selected one of these two responses, followed in 
descending order by 15 (88.2X) of the managers and 55 (80.9X) of the 
users. Here however, only two managers and two staff assigned the 
lowest two categories of importance to this activity as compared with 
eighteen for determining estimates. The amplitude of staff assessment 
may mirror a compelling desire to have little or no confusion over the 
ordering of their efforts. Here the ratio of users utilizing the lower 
categories, 13 (19.1Z), compared with staff and managers, was greater 
than twice that for determining effort. Whether this relates to a 
feeling that this activity has more internal service unit relevance, a 
lack of some users of experience in the prioritizing process or some 
unknown variable remains unanswered. 
Table 28 indicates responses about projecting future availability 
of resources. The managers, with one exception, regarded these 
projections as either important or very important. With 70.6Z choosing 
the higher rating, this percentage represents the largest use of any 
one ranking category by a single subgroup and the highest mean ranking 
of an activity by managers. This investigator was not surprised that 
managers ranked this activity so highly and in all probability it is 
reasonable to assume that they see these projections as their 
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TABLE 28 
"PROJECTING FUTURE AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCES" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (% of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Interval 
Levels Rankings 
Respondent Subgroups 
Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 12 ( 7.1) 27 (15.9) 29 (17.1) 68 (40.0) 
(70.6) (31.0) (43.9) 
2 Important 4 ( 2.4) 39 (22.9) 18 (10.6) 61 (35.9) 
(23.5) (44.8) (27.3) 
3 Some (but limited) 0 ( 0.0) 13 ( 7.6) 15 ( 8.8) 28 (16.5) 
importance ( 0.0) (14.9) (22.7) 
4 Little or no 1 ( 0.6) 8 ( 4.7) 4 ( 2.4) 13 ( 7.6) 
importance ( 5.9) ( 9.2) ( 6.1) 
Mean 1.412 2.023 1.909 1.918 
Median 1.208 1.923 1.722 1.778 
Std. Dev. .795 .915 .956 .932 
Variance .632 .837 .915 .869 
Std. Error .193 .098 .118 .071 
Respondent Raw Degrees of Levels of 
Subgroup Clusters Chi-Sauares Freedom Significance 
M - S - U 15.05844 6 .0198 
S - U 10.21388 3 .0168 
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responsibility, whether they perform them themselves or supervise 
someone else's execution of the activity. Approximately one fourth or 
21 of the staff and nearly twenty-nine percent or 19 of the users, 
evaluated this activity as either having only some or no importance 
compared with one manager's estimate at the little or no importance 
level. 
Table 29 gives responses on matching and assigning projected 
available resources to pending requests. Unlike other activities 
discussed this far, there is far less disagreement by users on the 
importance of matching and assigning resources. Here, again, the 
majority of all these subgroups rated this activity in the upper two 
ranking categories with 16 (94.1%) of the managers rating resource 
allocation highest, with 56 (84.9%) of the users and 74 (85%) of the 
staff ranking it lower and at almost equal percentages to each other. 
Obviously, users have indicated a concern that resources, and one would 
assume proper resources, be assigned to their requests. 
Table 30 reveals responses on maintaining a master schedule. This 
activity was considered more than important by each subgroup which 
resulted in a total sample mean of 1.813. However, in comparison to the 
value of importance placed on the other management control system 
activities, maintaining a master schedule occupied a middle position 
with an equal number of activites rated both higher and lower in 
importance. As would be expected, the managers considered this 
activity in almost equal numbers, as either important or very important 
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TABLE 29 
"MATCH AND ASSIGN PROJECTED AVAILABLE RESOURCES TO PENDING REQUESTS" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (2 of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Levels Rankings Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 9 ( 5.3) 33 (19.4) 26 (15.3) 68 (40.0) 
(52.9) (37.9) (39.4) 
2 Important 7 ( 4.1) 41 (24.1) 30 (17.6) 78 (45.8) 
(41.2) (47.1) (45.5) 
3 Some (but limited) 1 ( 0.6) 8 ( 4.7) 5 ( 2.9) 14 ( 8.2) 
importance ( 5.9) ( 9.2) ( 7.6) 
4 Little or no 0 ( 0.0) 5 ( 2.9) 5 ( 2.9) 10 ( 5.9) 
importance ( 0.0) ( 5.7) ( 7.6) 
Mean 1.529 1.828 1.833 1.800 
Median 1.444 1.756 1.733 1.718 
Std. Dev. .624 .824 .870 .826 
Variance .390 .679 .756 .682 
Std. Error .151 .088 .107 .063 
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TABLE 30 
"MAINTAINING A MASTER SCHEDULE" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (2 of Total) 
(2 of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Levels Rankings Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 7 ( 4.1) 35 (20.5) 28 (16.4) 70 (40.9) 
(41.2) (39.8) (42.4) 
2 Important 8 ( 4.7) 38 (22.2) 23 (13.5) 69 (40.4) 
(47.1) (43.2) (34.8) 
3 Some (but limited) 2 ( 1.2) 11 ( 6.4) 13 ( 7.6) 26 (15.2) 
importance (11.8) (12.5) (19.7) 
4 Little or no 0 ( 0.0) 4 ( 2.3) 2 ( 1.2) 6 ( 3.5) 
importance ( 0.0) ( 4.5) ( 3.0) 
Mean 1.706 1.818 1.833 1.813 
Median 1.688 1.737 1.717 1.725 
Std. Dev. .686 .824 .852 .819 
Variance .471 .679 .726 .671 
Std. Error .166 .088 .105 .063 
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with none seeing it as having little or no importance, apparently 
assuming it a necessity in the operations of a service unit. This 
investigator would expect users to view the maintenance of a master 
schedule as a mechanism more likely to assure the timely completion of 
their requests for service, yet nearly twenty percent, (19.7Z) 
considered it only as having some but limited importance and two users 
considered this activity of lesser value. 
Table 31 displays the responses about recycling unassigned 
requests for possible adjustment to content, estimates of effort and 
prioritizing. This, of all the activities, was least important by all 
three subgroups. Relative to the overall evaluation of the models' 
components, this lower boundary , with a response pattern approximating 
a normal distribution pattern was centered between being important and 
having some importance. A majority,, 79.92, of the total survey sample 
chose, almost in equal numbers, one of these two values and the 
extremes, with the exception of the staff, were symmetrical and not 
disturbingly large, particularly with respect to the lower value. It 
was assumed when developing the management control system model, that 
service unitsusually operate with some upper resource limit and that 
after periodically prioritizing requests for service and assigning 
matched resources, some requests may remain unassigned. Two options 
appeared available to this investigator when this occurred. One, a 
static mode of operation, was to leave these requests in an unassigned 
pool and, second, a dynamic mode, was to investigate possible 
adjustments to and reassignment of these requests. Aside from those 
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TABLE 31 
"RECYCLING UNASSIGNED REQUESTS FOR POSSIBLE ADJUSTMENT TO 
CONTENT, ESTIMATES OF EFFORT AND PRIORITIZING" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (Z of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval l 
Leve1s Ranking s Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 1 ( 0.6) 8 ( 5.0) 5 ( 3.1) 14 (8.8) 
( 7.7) ( 9.3) ( 8.3) 
2 Important 5 ( 3.1) 32 (20.1) 27 (17.0) 64 (40.3) 
(38.5) (37.1) (45.0) 
3 Some (but limited) 6 ( 3.8) 34 (21.4) 23 (14.5) 63 (39.6) 
importance (46.2) (39.5) (38.3) 
4 Little or no 1 ( 0.6) 12 ( 7.5) 5 ( 3.1) 18 (11.3) 
importance ( 7.7) (14.0) ( 8.3) 
Mean 2.538 2.581 2.467 2.535 
Median 2.583 2.588 2.426 2.524 
Std. Dev. .776 .847 .769 .810 
Variance .603 .717 .592 .655 
Std. Error .215 .091 .099 .064 
Missing observations: In addition to those who used "undecided 
as a response, two users did not answer this question. 
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who were undecided and in some cases voiced the opinion that service 
units were not permitted to refuse or recycle a request for service, a 
considerable majority 141 (88.72) appraised this activity, the dynamic 
option, as having some or greater importance. The availability of the 
static operating mode, creation of an unassigned pool, may account for 
some of the low evaluations of the dynamic option. 
Table 32 indicates responses on monitoring periodically the 
progress toward completion of requests. Not surprisingly, the users 
valued, almost in equal numbers, 33 (48.52) and 32 (47.12), the 
monitoring of progress to complete their requests as either important 
or very important, respectively. With only 3 (4.42) dissenters from 
this majority evaluation, this resulted in the higest mean ranking, 
1.5888, for an activity by this subgroup. Similarly, the managers 
inequal numbers 8 (47.12) and with only one exception, ranked the 
importance of process monitoring with an indentical mean value as that 
given by the users to this activity. This mean value registered by the 
managers for this activity was only surpassed by their evaluation of 
projecting availability of resources and the next activity, evaluation 
of performance and service effectiveness. 
Table 33 displays responses about evaluating the performance on 
completing requests and the resulting service efectiveness. Over 
eighty-seven percent of the respondents judged the evaluation of 
performance and service effectiveness as either important or very 
important, with decreasing percentages 16 (94.12) of the managers, 79 
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TABLE 32 
MONITORING PERIODICALLY THE PROCESS TOWARD COMPLETION OF REQUESTS" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (% of Total) 
(% of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Levels Rankings Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 8 ( 4.7) 35 (20.3) 32 (18.6) 75 (43.6) 
(47.1) (40.2) (47.1) 
2 Important 8 ( 4.7) 42 (24.4) 33 (19.2) 83 (48.3) 
(47.1) (48.3) (48.5) 
3 Some (but limited) 1 ( 0.6) 6 ( 3.5) 2 ( 1.2) 9 ( 5.2) 
importance ( 5.9) ( 6.9) ( 2.9) 
4 Little or no 0 ( 0.0) 4 ( 2.3) 1 ( 0.6) 5 ( 2.9) 
importance ( 0.0) ( 4.6) ( 1.5) 
Mean 1.588 1.759 1.588 1.674 
Median 1.563 1.702 1.561 1.633 
Std. Dev. .618 .777 .629 .708 
Variance .382 .604 .395 .502 
Std. Error .150 .083 .076 .054 
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TABLE 33. 
"EVALUATING THE PERFORMANCE ON COMPLETING REQUESTS AND THE 
RESULTING SERVICE EFFECTIVENESS" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (Z of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Levels Rankings Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 10 ( 5.8) 
(58.8) 
2 Important 6 ( 3.5) 
(35.3) 
3 Some (but limited) 
importance 
0 ( 0.0) 
( 0.0) 
4 Little or no 
importance 
1 ( 0.6) 
( 5.9) 
38 (22.2) 28 (16.4) 76 (44.4) 
(43.7) (41.8) 
41 (24.0) 26 (15.2) 73 (42.7) 
(47.1) (38.8) 
6 ( 3.5) 12 ( 7.0) 18 (10.5) 
( 6.9) (17.9) 
2 ( 1.2) 1 ( 0.6) 4 ( 2.3) 
( 2.3) ( 1.5) 
Mean 1.529 
Median 1.350 
Std. Dev. .800 
Variance .640 
Std. Error .194 
1.678 1.791 1.708 
1.634 1.712 1.630 
.707 .789 .749 
.500 .622 .561 
.076 .096 .057 
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(90.82) of the staff, and 54 (80.62) of the users selecting one of 
these two values. Even though nearly 202 of the users viewed these 
evaluations as having only some or no importance, only three other 
activities defined by the model received higher rankings (mean of 
1.708) by the total sample population. It is interesting to note that 
only one response from the manager subgroup, for six of the last seven 
activities discussed, indicated either a value of only some or no 
importance. On reexamination of individual data, it was evident that 
these and other lower valued responses were not accounted for by a few 
isolated managers, but instead represented an expression by a diverse 
group of members in this subset that particular activities were of 
lesser importance. 
Table 34 shows replies concerning evaluating periodically the 
value of resources and of the accuracu of estimating effort and 
scheduling. This, the last of the activities defined by the model, 
received a somewhat scattered reponse pattern, yet resulted in 
approximately equal mean values by respondent subsets which correspond 
to a ranking slightly above the important level. While it may have 
been considered less valuable to evaluate estimating techniques and 
scheduling processes if these are proven to produce accurate outcomes 
over time, the importance of this activity appears to have been 
justified, in post survey discussions, by the need to evaluate 
resources, particularly human resources, which may be volatile. 
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TABLE 34 
"EVALUATING PERIODICALLY THE VALUE OF RESOURCES AND THE ACCURACY 
OF ESTIMATING EFFORT AND SCHEDULING" 
RANKED BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Count (Z of Total) 
(Z of Subgroup) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Interval 
Levels Rankings Managers Staff Users Totals 
1 Very important 6 ( 3.5) 25 (14.6) 20 (11.7) 51 (29.8) 
(35.3) (28.1) (30.8) 
2 Important 6 ( 3.5) 46 (26.9) 31 (18.1) 83 (48.5) 
(35.3) (51.7) (47.7) 
3 Some (but limited) 5 ( 2.9) 15 ( 8.8) 10 ( 5.8) 30 (17.5) 
importance (29.4) (16.9) (15.4) 
4 Little or no 0 ( 0.0) 3 ( 1.8) 4 ( 2.3) 7 ( 4.1) 
importance ( 0.0) ( 3.4) ( 6.2) 
Mean 1.941 1.955 1.969 1.959 
Median 1.917 1.924 1.903 1.916 
Std. Dev. .827 .767 .847 .800 
Variance .684 .589 .718 .639 
Std. Error .201 .081 .105 . 061 
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Summary of the model evaluation. A summary of calculated mean 
values recorded by each subgroup and of the total sample population for 
the elven control activities is presented in Table 35 for comparative 
analysis. In this table the highest level of importance indicated by a 
subgroup for each activity is underlined and the lowest level is 
bracketed. It is obvious from this summary that managers of service 
units valued more activities (seven) as of greater importance than did 
the staff (three) and the users (two). Conversely, the users ranked 
more activities (seven) of lesser importance than did staff (three) and 
managers (none). 
If the mean of means is considered a summation or total rating of 
the model's importance, then in descending order were the managers 
with a value of 1.819, followed by staff with 1.908 and the users with 
1.968. These values indicate that each subgroup viewed the activities 
of the model in total as greater than important insofar as the 
operation of the units are concerned. Table 35 indicates that all 
three subgroups valued the recycling of unassigned requess and the 
performance of feasibility studies as being somewhere between important 
and having some importance. While the managers and users evaluated the 
determination of estimates of effort to complete a request as below the 
importance level, the staff viewed the projection of availability of 
resources only slightly below this level. All others, twenty-four of 
the thirty-three mean values indicate ranking between important and 
very important. 
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TABLE 35 
SUMMARY OF MEAN VALUES OF EVALUATION FOR EACH MANAGEMENT CONTROL 
SYSTEM MODEL ACTIVITY BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS 
Respondent Subgroups 
Activities 
(Abbreviated) Tables Managers Staff Users Totals 
Document requests 24 1.588* 1.701 (1.706)* 1.692 
Perform feasibility 
studies 25 2.412 2.375 (2.415) 2.394 
Determine estimates 
of effort 26 2.176 1.920 (2.318) 2.100 
Prioritize requests 27 1.588 1.348 (1.824) 1.557 
Project Availability 
of resources 28 1.412 (2.023) 1.909 1.918 
Match and assign 
resources 
to pending requests 
29 1.529 1.828 (1.833) 1.800 
Maintain a master 
schedule 30 1.706 1.818 (1.833) 1.813 
Recycle unassigned 
requests 31 2.538 (2.581) 2.467 2.535 
Monitor progress towards 
completion of requests 32 1.588 (1.759) 1.588 1.674 
Evaluate performance and 
service effectiveness 33 1.529 1.678 (1.791) 1.708 
Evaluate periodically: 
value of resources, 
accuracy of estimating 
and scheduling 
34 1.941 1.955 (1.969) 1.959 
Mean of Means 1.819 1.908 (1.968) 
1.923 
* Underlined highest level of performance, (bracketed) lowest level of 
importance. 
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With the exception of the managers' ranking of feasibility studies 
and recycling requests and the staffs' ranking of the latter, 
evaluation response patterns for all other activities were positively 
skewed distributions, with the median greater than mean values. It is 
therefore evident, with the former three exceptions, that more than 50Z 
of those surveyed, both by subgroups and total sampled population, 
attributed greater importance to the activities than the calculated 
mean values indicate. 
While the total mean values listed in Table 35 are weighted more 
heavily by the number of staff and users, it is obvious from Table 36 
that consensus exists among subgroups and the total sample population 
for those activities ranked lowest on the scale of importance. That 
is, there is agreement for those activities ranked eighth, tenth and 
eleventh, with only the staff disagreeing with the total sampled 
population about the ninth ranked activity. Agreement is not as clear 
for those activities ranked higher. Clearly the top four activities 
ranked by all individuals surveyed, reflect what might be thought of as 
milestones in the sequence of processing requests for service; that is, 
documenting requests for service (ranked third), prioritizing requests 
(ranked first), monitoring progress towards completion of requests 
(ranked second) and evaluation of performance and service effectiveness 
(ranked fourth). 
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TABLE 36 
THE RANK ORDERING OF ACTIVITIES DEFINED IN THE MANAGEMENT 
CONTROL SYSTEM MODEL AS DETERMINED FROM SUBGROUP MEAN VALUES 
Activities 
(Abbreviated) 
Respondent Subgroups 
Managers Staff Users Totals 
Document requests 4 3 2 © 
Perform feasibility studies 10. 10. 10. 10. 
Determine estimates of effort 2 7 9 9 
Prioritize requests 4 1 4 © 
Project availability of resources 1 9 7 7 
Match and assign resources 
to pending requests 2 6 5 5 
Maintain a master schedule 7 5 5 6 
Recycle unassigned requests H H H U 
Monitor progress towards 
completion of requests 4 4 1 © 
Evaluate performance and 
service effectiveness 2 2 3 © 
Evaluate periodically 8 8 8 8 
value of resources, 
accuracy of estimating 
and scheduling 
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Research questions M^, S^, and U^. What additional on-going 
activities do respondents identify with this type of. control system and 
what, importance, do. they place on each activity in the operation of ther 
(the) service SSlt? All individuals surveyed were requested in 
Question #8 to list any activities they felt were components of a 
management control system which were missing in the model evaluated 
above* The responses and the value placed on each activity are listed 
in Appendix G, by subgroups. Fifty-seven (32.8%) of those surveyed 
responded to this question by listing one or more activities/ Eight 
managers suggested eleven activities covering a wide range of topics, 
which did not demonstrate any common area of concern. Twenty-five or 
28.1% of the staff responded with thirty-four additional activities. 
Unlike the small manager sample, six additional activities offered by 
the staff were concerned with communications, primarily with the users, 
and two each with scheduling, priorities and motivation of the staff. 
However, the large majority remaining were also highly diverse. 
Similarly, twenty-four of the users delineated thirty-four additional 
activities, of which nine pertained to communications. In light of the 
diversity of responses to this open-ended question, we may conclude 
that there is a perceived problem with communication among all 
constituencies associated with service units. If participation in the 
activities of a management control system is considered as one possible 
important method of fostering greater communication in relation to the 
activities of service units, the findings from the above responses 
appear valuable in indicating a need for changes in operating styles. 
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Research questions M^, S3, S^, U.3, and U^. (M3) What participation 
ieyels do managers currently advocate for staff and user roles in 
activities of. the management control system model? (S_3 and U3> What 
Par t i-c ipet ion levels do staff and users see as descr ib the role 
advocated for them by the service unit managers in control activities? 
(S^ and U4) What partic ipation levels do staff and users see as 
describing their current roles in activities of the management control 
system? To facilitate in determining first, the perceptions of 
respondents relative to the participation of staff and users in the 
activities of a management control system (above research questions) 
and second, the perceived effect of altering these participation levels 
on staff performance and service effectiveness (following research 
questions), a higher level of the control system model as indicated by 
a more contracted, clustered version of the previously discussed eleven 
activities was utilized. The clustered activities at the higher level 
of the model include scheduling, resource allocation, process 
monitoring and performance evaluation. The participation measures used 
to record perceived levels of involvement are listed below. 
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-• Role of the Staff/Users in theae 
activities is: 
: negligible, 
to provide specific information 
• requested by the manager, 
5 to generate ideas and suggestions 
concerning the activity (usually 
individually with the manager). 
i to generate ideas and suggestions 
concerning the activity (usually 
in group meetings). 
: to generate ideas and suggestions 
concerning the activity in group 
meetings, attempting to reach 
agreement (Consensus). 
both short version indicators, such as 
"considerable," "vast," and their definitions adapted from the 
participatory part of Vroom and Jago's (1979) decision-making process 
for group problems. 
The composition of findings concerning staff participation from 
the above research questions were compiled in tabular form and appear 
in Tables 37 through 40. A significant observation is seen from these 
responses when the differentials between the mean values are compared. 
The managers perceived their advocacy for the role of staff 
participation in all four clustered activities as greater than the 
staff perceived the managers to be advocating and as greater than the 
staff described as current practice. Possible causes for these 
perceived differences are discussed later in this analysis using both 
Porter and Lawler's performance model and Miles' "double standard* 
Participation Level 
little or none 
8ome(but 
limited) 
moderate 
considerable 
vast 
The chart includes 
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TABLE 37 
STAFF PARTICIPATION IN SCHEDULING ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) Staff Perceptions Staff 
Interval Participation 
Manager s of Manager's Descriptions 
Advocated Advocated of Their 
Levels Descriptions Role for Staff Role for Staff Current Roles 
1 Little or none 0 ( 0.0) 18 (20.7) 10 (11.2) 
2 Some (but limited) 1 ( 5.9) 18 (20.7) 22 (24.7) 
3 Moderate 4 (23.5) . 17 (19.5) 16 (18.0) 
4 Considerable 11 (64.7) 19 (21.8) 26 (29.2) 
5 Vast 1 ( 5.9) 15 (17.2) 15 (16.9) 
Mean 3.706 2.943 3.157 
Median 3.818 2.941 3.281 
Std. Dev. .686 1.401 1.287 
Variance .471 1.962 1.657 
Std. Error .166 .150 .136 
Correlation between managers" advocacy and staffs' perception of this 
advocacy • 
Raw Degree of Level of 
Chi-Sauare Freedom Sienificance 
15.58793 4 .0036 
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TABLE 38 
STAFF PARTICIPATION IN RESOURCE ALLOCATION ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) Staff Perceptions Staff 
Interval Participation 
Manager's of Manager's Descriptions 
Advocated Advocated of Their 
Levels Descriptions Role for Staff Role for Staff Current Roles 
1 Little or none 0 ( 0.0) 12 (14.0) 18 (20.5) 
2 Some (but limited) 3 (17.6) 25 (29.1) 16 (18.2) 
3 Moderate 5 (29.4) 20 (23.3) 21 (23.9) 
4 Considerable 7 (41.2) 15 (17.4) 19 (21.6) 
5 Vast 2 (11.8) 14 (16.3) 14 (15.9) 
Mean 3.417 2.930 2.943 
Median 3.571 2.800 2.976 
Std. Dev. .943 1.300 1.368 
Variance .890 1.689 1.870 
Std. Error .229 .140 .146 
Correlation between managers" advocacy and staffs' perception of this 
advocacy • 
Raw Degree of Level of 
Chi-Sauare Freedom Significance 
7.20480 4 • 1255 
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TABLE 39 
STAFF PARTICIPATION IN PROGRESS MONITORING ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) Staff Perceptions 
Manager's of Manager's 
Interval Participation Advocated Advocated 
Levels Descriptions Role for Staff Role for Staff 
Staff 
Descriptions 
of Their 
Current Roles 
1 Little or none 0 ( 0.0) 9 (10.3) 7 ( 7.9) 
2 Some (but limited) 3 (17.6) 8 ( 9.2) 15 (16.9) 
3 Moderate 6 (35.3) 30 (34.5) 26 (29.2) 
4 Considerable 5 (29.4) 25 (28.7) 22 (24.7) 
5 Vast 3 (17.6) 15 (17.2) 19 (21.3) 
Mean 3.471 3.333 3.348 
Median 3.417 3.383 3.365 
Std. Dev. 1.007 1.178 1.216 
Variance 1.015 1.388 1.480 
Std. Error .244 .126 .129 
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TABLE 40 
STAFF PARTICIPATION IN PERFORMANCE EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) 
Manager's 
Interval Participation Advocated 
Levels Descriptions Role for Staff 
Staff Perceptions 
of Manager'8 
Advocated 
Role for Staff 
Staff 
Descriptions 
of Their 
Current Roles 
1 Little or none 0 ( 0.0) 11 (12.6) 14 (15.7) 
2 Some (but limited) 2 (11.8) 14 (16.1) 21 (23.6) 
3 Moderate 7 (41.2) 32 (36.8) 23 (25.8) 
4 Considerable 6 (35.3) 20 (23.0) 18 (20.2) 
5 Vast 2 (11.8) 10 (11.5) 13 (14.6) 
Mean 3.471 3.046 2.944 
Median 3.429 3.078 2.913 
Std. Dev. .874 1.170 1.290 
Variance .765 1.370 1.667 
Std. Error .212 .125 .137 
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theory about the effect of managers' advocacy. Surprisingly, five of 
the eight mean differentials were larger than half an interval level, 
with only the differential for progress monitoring activities being 
considerably smaller. The largest differential between calculated 
means, 0.763, occurred between what managers advocated for staff 
participation in scheduling activities and what staff perceived as 
advocated, while the smallest mean diferential, 0.123, occurred between 
managers' advocacy for staff participation in progress monitoring 
activities and what staff described as its current role. 
No managers advocated little or no participation for staff in any 
of the four areas of the management control system. As reflected in 
the preceding discussion, managers expressed the greatest advocacy for 
staff's involvement in scheduling activities where 11 (64.71) of the 
managers responded that ideas and suggestions be generated usually in 
group meetings, i.e., considerable participation. This percentage was 
numerically 23.5 greater than any other single response recorded for 
this series of questions and as indicated by a mean value of 3.706 was 
an advocacy for a more considerable rather than a moderate 
involvement. Ironically, the other three clustered activities received 
identical mean responses, 3.471, from the managers. On comparison of 
individual responses, this incidence of identical mean values occurred 
more from the smallness of the sample than from similarity of managers' 
evaluations of the activities. 
While these findings do not supply sufficient information to 
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either accept or reject Raymond Miles' (1979) theory that managers 
adopt two different models of participation, one for themselves and one 
for their subordinates (see Appendix I), they would indicate that if 
this double standard' were true, managers of service units would 
expect either considerable or vast involvement with the managers to 
whom they report in decisions concerning control issues. 
The staff descriptions of the participatory aspect of their 
current roles in the control system activities are important, 
particularly with regard to the variability (diversity) and evenness of 
their responses. There were no null values recorded for any level of 
participation and the evenness of replies is clearly apparent. For 
example, the staff's description of its current role in resource 
participation and the evenness of replies is clearly apparent. For 
example, the staff's description of its current role in resource 
allocation activities resulted in a nearly flat frequency distribution 
over all allowable responses, with maximum deviations of +3.92 and 
—4.12 around an equal twenty percent spread. As one would expect, 
these properties of the responses resulted in calculated mean values 
centered around the middle moderate involvement level for three 
activities and slightly higher for the fourth activity of progress 
monitoring. The standard deviation for all four clustered activities 
resulted in calculated values greater than 1.200 and, as an index of 
variability, attest to a high spread of responses. Analysis of the 
data pertaining to the staff's perceptions of what participation levels 
managers advocated for their involvement in the clustered activities. 
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reveals a similar diversity and evenness of responses, with only slight 
variation. 
While the primary thrust of this study was directed to the 
evaluation of the management control system model and hypotheses 
concerning the effect of participation in control system activities on 
job performance and service effectiveness, this investigation of the 
advocacy of and current levels of staff participation, and of user 
participation (examined subsequently) appeared to provide a reasonable 
description of the behavioral environment, on the basis of which the 
former can be best evaluated. It is obvious from the construction of 
the survey questions that managers were required to summarize their 
views of what they advocated, collectively, for staff participation, 
while the responses of staff were individualized. In the latter, the 
diversity and evenness of staff responses discussed previously, support 
the position of Hersey and Blanchard (1977) that leaders (managers) are 
impelled to deal with followers (staff) and individual situations 
differently, depending on the 'maturity' of individual staff. The 
'maturity' of individuals in relation to specific tasks to be performed 
is defined by these authors in terms of their capacity to set high but 
attainable goals, their willingness and ability to take responsibility, 
and their education and/or experience (p. 161). 
In addition to possible variations of staff maturity, are there 
other first or second order effects that could possibly explain the 
difference between the responses of managers about their advocacy for 
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the role of staff in these control activities and the staff perceptions 
of managers' attitudes towards staff participation? Porter and 
Lawler's (1968) definition of role perceptions is: 
Role perceptions deal with the way in which the individual 
defines his job ... the kind of activities and behaviors 
the individual believes he should engage in to perform his 
job successfully, i.e., the types of effort he believes are 
essential to effective job performance (pp. 24-25). 
Employing this definition and assuming that the managers' responses 
represent an aggregate description of their operating style in relation 
to the role of staff in these control activities, three possible 
reasons for these differences appear plausible. 
1) Managers of service units tend to maintain a 
leadership position which encourages greater 
participation by staff than they (staff) currently 
undertake and see this increased participation as 
resulting in more effective job performance. 
2) Staff of service units do not perceive greater 
participation in the control activities as essential 
or more beneficial to the successful performance of 
their jobs. 
3) That some behavioral dysfunction exists in the 
manner in which managers communicate their 
advocacy of participation and/or the manner in 
which staff perceive and interpret this advocacy. 
As stated previously, the data collected from the survey did not, nor 
was it intended to, provide information to determine the bases for any 
difference between advocated and perceived roles of staff participation 
in the control activities by service units personnel. Therefore, these 
survey responses only suggest a possible area for future study. 
The composition of responses concerning user participation in the 
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management control system activities of the service units studied 
appear in Tables 41 through 44. These findings and those relating user 
participation and service effectiveness, discussed later, may be more 
important than compared to those of staff participation, since the 
review of the literature revealed little evidence of theoretical 
interest and no research in the area of user involvement in control 
systems. 
In these four tables pertaining to users' descriptions of their 
current roles and perceptions of participation advocated for their 
involvement, the calculated variances are seen as always having values 
greater than 1.300, indicating a large variability or spread of 
responses. There were no null values recorded for any response level. 
However, unlike the data associated with staff participation, the 
spread of responses dealing with user participation was less evenly 
distributed. This is particularly evident at the vast involvement 
level where users recorded values of 60% or less than the responses of 
staff. 
Managers advocated less participation for users in scheduling and 
resource allocation than for progress monitoring and performance 
evaluation. The calculated mean value for resource allocation was in 
the some (but limited) involvement range, between some and moderate for 
scheduling, tending towards the moderate level of involvement for 
progress monitoring and at the moderate level for performance 
evaluation. This indicates that managers saw user participation in 
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TABLE 41 
USER PARTICIPATION IN SCHEDULING ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) 
Manager's 
Interval Participation Advocated 
Levels Descriptions Role for Users 
Users' Perceptions 
of Manager'8 
Advocated 
Role for Users 
Users' 
Descriptions 
of Their 
Current Roles 
1 Little or none 6 (35.2) 20 (30.3) 20 (39.7) 
2 Some (but limited) 2 (11.8) 16 (24.2) 12 (17.6) 
3 Moderate 4 (23.5) 11 (16.7) 15 (22.1) 
4 Considerable 4 (23.5) 16 (24.2) 10 (14.7) 
5 Vast 1 ( 5.9) 3 ( 4.5) 4 ( 5.9) 
Mean 2.529 2.485 2.294 
Median 2.625 2.313 2.083 
Std. Dev. 1.375 1.280 1.294 
Variance 1.890 1.638 1.673 
Std. Error .333 .158 .157 
Missing Observations: Two users did not answer this question. 
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TABLE 42 
USER PARTICIPATION IN RESOURCE ALLOCATION ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) Users' Perceptions Users' 
Interval Participation 
Manager's of Manager's Descriptions 
Advocated Advocated of Their 
Levels Descriptions Role for Users Role for Users Current Roles 
1 Little or none 6 (35.3) 20 (30.3) 25 (36.8) 
2 Some (but limited) 3 (17.6) 19 (28.8) 19 (27.9) 
3 Moderate 6 (35.3) 11 (16.7) 12 (17.6) 
4 Considerable 1 ( 5.9) 14 (21.2) 9 (13.2) 
5 Vast 1 ( 5.9) 2 ( 3.0) 3 ( 4.4) 
Mean 2.294 2.379 2.206 
Median 2.333 2.184 1.974 
Std. Dev. 1.213 1.212 1.204 
Variance 1.471 1.470 1.450 
Std. Error .294 .149 .146 
* Missing Observations: Two users did not answer this question. 
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TABLE 43 
USER PARTICIPATION IN PROGRESS MONITORING ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) 
Interval Participation 
Levels Descriptions 
Users' Perceptions^ Users' 
Manager s of Manager's Descriptions 
Advocated Advocated of Their 
Role for Users Role for Users Current Roles 
1 Little or none 4 (23.5) 16 (24.2) 14 (20.6) 
2 Some (but limited) 3 (17.6) 14 (21.2) 19 (27.9) 
3 Moderate 3 (17.6) 18 (27.3) 16 (23.5) 
4 Considerable 6 (35.3) 16 (24.2) 13 (19.1) 
5 Vast 1 ( 5.9) 2 ( 3.0) 6 ( 8.8) 
Mean 2.824 2.606 2.676 
Median 3.000 2.667 2.563 
Std. Dev. 1.334 1.188 1.251 
Variance 1.779 1.412 1.565 
Std. Error .324 .146 .152 
* Missing Observations: Two users did not answer this question. 
235 
TABLE 44 
USER PARTICIPATION IN PERFORMANCE EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) Users' Perceptions Users' 
Interval Participation 
Manager's of Manager's Descriptions 
Advocated Advocated of Their 
Levels Descriptions Role for Users Role for Users Current Roles 
1 Little or none 2 (11.8) 10 (14.9) 14 (20.6) 
2 Some (but limited) 2 (11.8) 16 (23.9) 16 (23.5) 
3 Moderate 7 (41.2) 17 (25.4) 15 (22.1) 
4 Considerable 4 (23.5) 20 (29.9) 17 (25.0 
5 Vast 2 (11.8) 4 ( 6.0) 6 ( 8.8) 
Mean 3.118 2.881 2.779 
Median 3.143 2.941 2.767 
Std. Dev. 1.166 1.175 1.280 
Variance 1.360 1.379 1.637 
Std. Error .283 .143 .155 
1 Missing Observation: One user did not answer this question 
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control system activities as either providing specific information or 
as generating ideas and suggestions concerning the activities on a 
basis of individual discussion with the managers rather than in group 
meetings or in group meetings where agreement (consensus) is 
attempted. These data also suggest that managers tend to consider 
scheduling and resource allocation their responsibility or at least a 
matter of decision-making internal to the service unit, but tend to be 
open to users' ideas and suggestions concerning progress monitoring and 
performance evaluation. The largest concentration of responses for 
each activity showed that over 35% of the managers advocated little or 
no participation for users in scheduling and resource allocation, 
although the latter activity also received the same percentage of 
managers advocating a moderate level of involvement. Over thirty-five 
percent of the managers indicated a considerable and over forty-one 
percent indicated a moderate level of user participation for progress 
monitoring and performance evaluation, respectively. 
Users' perceptions of managers' advocacy of participation levels 
was unexpectedly close to the managers actual responses, with only 
small differentials between mean values of .044, .085, .218 and .237 in 
order from scheduling to performance evaluation. These differences are 
all less than 24% of an interval level. These findings indicate that 
communication of the advocated role for user participation are more 
accurately transmitted and/or interpreted as compared with the 
manager-staff relationship previously discussed. However, since the 
crosstabulation of responses between the participation levels advocated 
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and the perception of advocacy was less than significant (p > .05) and 
possibly due to sampling error, this suggests a further more controlled 
area of future study. 
Before discussing user's description of their current role in the 
control activities of the service units, it is important to reinforce 
the fact that user selection was based on the criterion that each had 
more than an occasional or peripheral dependence on the services 
provided. Further, role perception was defined in Chapter II as the 
belief by the user that he/she should engage in particular activites 
and behaviors essential to effective service. From Tables 41 through 
44, the calculated mean values of user responses describing their 
current roles in each control activity fall in the range between some 
(but limited) and moderate involvement. While these responses are 
relatively parallel to the levels advocated by the managers, the users' 
descriptions of their current roles were always less than the level of 
participation advocated. What is more, the description of current 
roles, with the exception of progress monitoring, indicated lower 
participation rates than the level users perceived as being advocated 
for their involvement by managers. Clearly, the largest set of users 
described their current roles in project scheduling and resource 
allocation as little or none, while the distribution of responses for 
the other two activities are more evenly divided between the absence of 
involvement level and a considerable level. Whether user participation 
would be greater if supported by managers or is affected by other 
variables is left unanswered. The perception of users of the effect of 
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changing levels of their participation on service effectiveness is 
considered subsequently in answer to other research questions. 
As commented upon in Chapter I, whether participation by users is 
permitted to occur or not appears to be a function of management style 
and the type of service unit involved. Where participation does occur, 
it may be considered valuable only insofar as public relations are 
concerned, rather than for use in providing information as a basis for 
making decisions. Similarly, as in the case of staff participation, 
the focus of this study was not on management style or on the reason 
for different levels of user participation, but on the effect of 
participation on service effectiveness. However, the available data 
containing users' descriptions of their current roles in all control 
activities, though not shown here for the sake of brevity, were 
combined and examined for any relationships between user participation 
and type of service units (with the latter defined earlier in this 
chapter as a function of service performed, staff skills and delivery 
methods). The calculated mean value of 2.49 for all control system 
activities places user participation between some (but limited) and 
moderate involvement. Tables 45 and 46 present the calculated means 
for units performing similar or like services and by the skills 
required by the units providing the services. 
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TABLE 45 
USER PARTICIPATION IN CONTROL ACTIVITIES OF UNITS PROVIDING 
SIMILAR SERVCES 
Services Performed Number of Units Calculated Mean Values 
Computing 3 2.4 
Computing User Services 1 1.9 
Controller 1 2.4 
Food Services 1 2.9 
Grants and Contracts 1 2.8 
Libraries 2 2.5 
Media Services 1 2.1 
Physical Plant 2 2.9 
Registrar 3 2.3 
Student Activities 1 2.7 
USER 
TABLE 46 
PARTICIPATION IN CONTROL ACTIVITIES 
SIMILAR SKILLS 
OF UNITS REQUIRING 
Skills Number of Units Calculated Mean Values 
Professional 4 2.5 
Technical 4 2.3 
Crafts and Trades 3 2.6 
Working Experience 4 2.5 
Combination of all four 1 2.7 
From the above data, it appears that service unit type is not a 
significant indicator of user participation level. This is 
particularly evident in Table 46 which is categorized according to the 
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skills required by service units. Only two mean values of 
participation recorded in Table 45 by users were considerably lower 
than the calculated mean value of 2.49. These were computing user 
services (1.9) and media services (2.1), where the means appeared to be 
more the effects of other variables, namely prior and present 
management styles, respectively. Here, as with staff participation, 
these survey responses only afford a view of an area for possible 
future study. However, the data concerning user participation do 
suggest that an investigation of management styles rather than type of 
service unit may be more relevant for explaining different levels of 
user participation. 
Summary of participation in control activities bv staff and 
users.. For comparative analysis a summary of data from Tables 37 
through 44, mean value measurements, of staff and user participation in 
the management control system activities is displayed in Table 47. In 
this table, the highest mean value recorded for each control activity 
is underlined, while the lowest value is bracketed. It is obvious from 
this summary that managers advocated greater involvement by staff and 
users in all activities, with the exception of user participation in 
resource allocation, than both staff and users perceived as advocated 
or described as their current roles. The staff, in contrast to the 
above comparisons, described their current roles in three of the four 
activities as greater than the level of involvement they perceived as 
advocated by service unit managers. Conversely, the users described 
their current roles, with the exception of progress monitoring, as less 
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TABLE 47 
SUMMARY OF MEAN VALUES OF ADVOCATED, PERCEPTIONS OF ADVOCATED 
AND DESCRIPTION OF STAFF AND USERS' PARTICIPATION IN MANAGEMENT CONTROL 
SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Managers' Staff and Users' Staff and users' 
Advocated Perceptions of Descriptions 
Participation Group Role for Managers' Advocated of their 
Control Activities Staff/Users Role for Staff/Users Current Roles 
Staff 
Scheduling 3.706* (2.943)* 3.157 
Resource Allocation 3.471 (2.930) 2.943 
Progress Monitoring 3.471 (3.333) 3.348 
Performance 
Evaluation 3.471 3.046 (2.944) 
Users 
Scheduling 2.529 2.485 (2.294) 
Resource Allocation 2.294 2.379 (2.206) 
Progress Monitoring 2.824 (2.606) 2.676 
Performance 
Evaluation 3.118 2.881 (2.779) 
* Underlined highest mean value, (bracketed) lowest mean value 
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than what they perceived as advocated for them by managers. 
The idea of equal participation by users in any control system 
activity is clearly dispelled by the data shown in Table 47. For each 
control activity, the role of participation was always greater for 
staff than for users, whether it was that which was advocated by 
managers, perceived by staff and users as advocated for them, or the 
latter s description of their current roles. 
From these comparisons of mean values for each activity, in order, 
from scheduling to performance evaluation, the differences between 
values for the perceived advocated role are 16, 19, 22, and 5 percent 
higher for staff than for users. While the differences between values 
for the description of current roles, in the same order, are 33, 25, 20 
and 6 percent higher for staff as compared with user values. These 
comparisons reveal that only in terms of performance evaluation was 
there any indication of equivalency in perceived advocated or described 
current user participation in the management control system activities 
of the combined service units investigated. 
Hypotheses. The Hypotheses H^, H^, and H^, postulated in Chapter 
I were presented in an order that reflects the analytic path of this 
study and corresponds with the remaining research questions. The 
managers' research questions M^, and M,. and the staffs and users 
research questions S,. and U,. respectively, were constructed so as to 
provide the necessary data to determine whether the hypotheses were 
rejected as being probably false, or supported, as being probably 
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true. These data are not the result of experimental research, i.e., 
before and after two-sample measurements, but data drawn from one 
sample to test against each hypothesis. While interval levels are 
shown in the table of responses to the above specified research 
questions to facilitate discussion, the measurement scale employed was 
at the ordinal level. Therefore, as discussed in detail in Chapter 
III, one-sample nonparametic statistical tests were necessary. 
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test of the goodness-of-fit was 
used to determine whether managers' responses to research questions 
and M,. can reasonably be thought to' have come from a population having 
the theoretical distribution of responses described by Hypothesis . 
Whereas the Chi-square one-sample test was suitable to determine 
whether the staff's response to research question S,. and the users' 
responses to U,. were sufficiently similar to the expected responses to 
be likely to have occurred under the Hypotheses H^ and H^, 
respectively. Results of testing the hypotheses are presented in the 
following discussions of the appropriate research questions. 
Research questions and . (M^) What measure of change in staff 
performance of iob-related tasks would managers anticipate with an 
expanded role bv staff in the control activities? Conversely, what. 
measure of change would managers anticipate with a. diminished rolg by 
staff in the control activities? (M..) What measure of. change .in 
service efffectiveness would managers anticipate with an expanded role 
by users in the control activities? Conversely, what measure, of change 
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would managers anticipate with a diminished role by. users in these 
control activities? The data collected in response to these research 
questions are presented in Tables 48 and 49 for the dependent variable 
of staff's performance of job-related tasks and in Tables 50 and 51 for 
the dependent variable of service effectiveness provided to the user. 
It is obvious from the responses displayed in Tables 48 and 49 
that managers perceived an anticipated increase in performance of 
job-related tasks by staff with an expansion in their level of 
participation in each control system activity and conversely, a 
decrease in staff performance with diminished participation in each 
activity. The calculated mean values for each set of data reveal 
anticipated changes of one full interval level or greater for each 
activity, except for expanded participation in the scheduling activity, 
where the anticipated change in performance was only slightly greater 
than three quarters of an interval level. Of equal significance was 
the fact that only three responses by managers indicated, for both the 
expanded and diminished staff involvement, perceived anticipated 
changes in a direction contrary to the perception of the total sample. 
A study of the raw data revealed that only one manager's responses 
accounted for the perception that staff performance would decrease with 
greater involvement of staff in three control system activities. It 
was interesting to note that this manager had just been transferred 
from an academic position, was in his first two months of leading a 
service unit and had no prior experience in a management role. There 
appeared to be no similar explanation connecting experience or career 
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TABLE 48 
MANAGERS PERCEPTIONS OF THE CHANGE IN STAFF PERFORMANCE OF 
JOB-RELATED TASKS WITH EXPANDED LEVELS OF STAFF PARTICIPATION IN 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) Control System Activities 
Interval Change In 
Levels Performance Scheduling 
Resource 
Allocation 
Progress 
Monitoring 
Performance 
Evaluation 
3 Greatly increased 2 (11.8) 2 (11.8) 2 (11.8) 0 ( 0.0) 
2 Moderately increased 4 (23.5) 6 (35.3) 4 (23.5) 8 (47.1) 
1 Slightly increases 2 (11.8) 4 (23.5) 7 (41.2) 5 (29.4) 
0 No change 8 (47.1) 4 (23.5) 4 (23.5) 3 (17.6) 
-1 Slightly decreased 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 5.9) 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 5.9) 
-2 Moderately decreased 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
-3 Greatly decreased 1 ( 5.9) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
Mean .765 1.235 1.235 1.175 
Median .437 1.375 1.143 1.400 
Std. Dev. 1.480 1.147 .970 .951 
Variance 2.191 1.316 .941 .904 
Std. Error .359 .278 .235 .231 
K-S max. |diff.I .4412 .4412 .5000 .4412 
Levels of Significance .003 .003 .000 .003 
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TABLE 49 
MANAGERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE CHANGE IN STAFF PERFORMANCE OF 
JOB-RELATED TASKS WITH DIMINISHED LEVELS OF STAFF PARTICIPATION IN 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) Control System Activities 
Interval Change In Resource Progress Performance 
Levels Performance Scheduling Allocation Mon itor ing Evaluation 
3 Greatly increased 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
2 Moderately increased 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 5.9) 0 ( 0.0) 
1 Slightly increased 1 ( 5.9) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
0 No change 5 (29.4) 5 (29.4) 4 (23.5) 5 (29.4) 
-1 Slightly decreased 6 (35.3) 6 (35.3) 7 (41.2) 5 (29.4) 
-2 Moderately decreased 3 (17.6) 4 (23.5) 3 (17.6) 6 (35.3) 
-3 Greatly decreased 2 (11.8) 2 (11.8) 2 (11.8) 1 ( 5.9) 
Mean -1.000 -1.176 -1.000 -1.176 
Median -0.917 -1.083 -1.000 -1.200 
Std. Dev. 1.118 1.015 1.225 .951 
Variance 1.250 1.029 1.500 .904 
Std. Error .271 .246 .297 .231 
K-S max. Idiff.I 
Levels of Significance 
4412 
003 
5000 
000 
4412 
003 
5000 
000 
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TABLE 50 
MANAGERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE CHANGE IN SERVICE EFFECTIVENESS 
WITH EXPANDED LEVELS OF USER PARTICIPATION IN MANAGEMENT CONTROL 
SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) 
Change in 
Interval Service 
Levels Effectiveness Scheduling 
Control System Activities 
Resource Progress Performance 
Allocation Monitoring Evaluation 
3 Greatly increased 2 (11.8) 2 (11.8) 3 (17.6) 2 (11.8) 
2 Moderately increased 5 (29.4) 4 (23.4) 1 ( 5.9) 5 (29.4) 
1 Slightly increased 1 ( 5.9) 1 ( 5.9) 4 (23.4) 3 (17.6) 
0 No change 5 (29.4) 5 (29.4) 9 (52.9) 7 (41.2) 
-1 Slightly decreased 3 (17.3) 5 (29.4) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
-2 Moderately decreased 1 ( 5.9) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
-3 Greatly decreased 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
Mean .706 .588 .882 1.118 
Median .400 .200 .444 1.000 
Std. Dev. 1.532 1.460 1.166 1.111 
Variance 2.346 2.132 1.360 1.235 
Std. Error .371 .354 .284 .270 
K-S max. |diff.1 .2745 .3333 .4706* .5000 
Levels of Significance .154 .046 <.003 .000 
* Calculated under assumption of non-rectangular hypothetical 
population. 
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TABLE 51 
MANAGERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE CHANGE IN SERVICE EFFECTIVENESS 
WITH DIMINISHED LEVELS OF USER PARTICIPATION IN MANAGEMENT CONTROL 
SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) 
Change in 
Interval Service 
Levels Effectiveness 
Control System Activities 
Resource Progress 
Scheduling Allocation Monitoring 
Performance 
Evaluation 
3 Greatly increased 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
2 Moderatly increased 1 ( 5.9) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
1 Slightly increased 1 ( 5.9) 1 ( 5.9) 1 ( 5.9) 0 ( 0.0) 
0 No change 12 (70.6) 9 (52.9) 10 (58.8) 9 (52.9) 
-1 Slightly decreased 0 ( 0.0) 4 (23.5) 4 (23.5) 4 (23.5) 
-2 Moderately decreased 3 (17.6) 1 ( 5.9) 0 ( 0.0) 3 (17.6) 
-3 Greatly decreased 0 ( 0.0) 2 (11.8) 2 (11.8) 1 ( 5.9) 
Mean -0.176 -0.647 -0.529 -0.765 
Median -0.042 -0.333 -0.250 -0.444 
Std. Dev. 1.015 1.115 1.068 .970 
Variance 1.029 1.243 1.140 .941 
Std. Error .246 .270 .259 .235 
* ★ ★ * 
K-S max. Idiff.l .1765 .4118 .3529 .4706 
Levels of Significance >.200 <.005 <.040 <.003 
Calculated under assumption of non-rectangular hypothetical 
population. 
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change and replies for the answers by two managers who said that 
diminished staff participation would result in increased performance. 
While eight or 47.1 percent of the managers responded that no 
change would occur in the performance of staff with expanded 
participation in the scheduling activity, less than thirty percent of 
the managers selected the 'no change' response for expanded or 
diminished participation in the other control system activities. 
Further, this magnitude of collected responses, i.e., a near majority 
of 47.1 percent, was only recorded for one other activity, the 
performance evaluation activity with expanded staff participation. 
This obviously indicated that there was no consensus about the 
magnitude of positive change with expanded participation or negative 
change with diminished involvement. 
It is apparent from the application of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
goodnes-of-fit test, that the managers' perceptions concerning both 
expanded and diminished staff participation in each control system 
activity is significantly different from the response frequencies that 
would be expected from a population on which the null hypothesis is 
based. These results are discussed in detail later in this section of 
the analysis. 
The managers' responses were less conclusive about their 
perceptions concerning the effects of changes in user participation on 
the effectiveness of service provided by the service units, than were 
the managers' responses about the effects on performance of changes in 
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participation. While the calculated mean values shown in Tables 
50 and 51 reveal that the managers perceived an anticipated increase in 
service effectiveness with an expanded role for user participation in 
each control system activity and a decrease in service effectiveness 
with diminished user participation, each anticipated change was less 
than the corresponding mean values associated with staff performance 
for each activity. Whether this indicates that the managers: 
1. perceived user participation as closer to an optimum involvement 
compared with staff participation, 
2. are less open to user participation than involvement of staff or 
3. are affected by one or more other variables in their perceptions, 
is undetermined by this investigation and may be a possible area for 
future study. 
However, from the frequency of the managers' responses, it is 
obvious that a majority, i.e., greater than 52% and as large as 70%, 
perceived no change with diminished user participation for each 
activity. For expanded user participation, a majority, 52.9%, 
perceived no change only for progress monitoring and less than 30% for 
the other three control activities. Further, a comparison of mean 
values for each control activity shows that * only for resource 
allocation was the decrease in service effectiveness with diminished 
user' involvement slightly greater than the corresponding increased 
value for expanded user participation. For the other three control 
activities, the increase in service effectiveness with expanded 
participation is greater by as much as half an interval level, compared 
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with the decrease with diminished user participation. These exhibits 
of managers perceptions obviously indicate far fever negative effects 
on service effectiveness by diminishing user participation than the 
positive effects of expanded user participation. Whether this 
difference in the perceptions of managers contributes to an explanation 
of the larger discrepancy between staff and user participation and its 
effect on performance and service effectiveness, respectively, 
discussed previously, is not clear to this investigator. 
One additional observation is that no manager perceived an 
anticipated decrease in service effectiveness with expanded user 
participation in progress monitoring and performance evaluation, while 
six different managers responded that decreases would be anticipated 
for scheduling and resource allocation activities. Similarly, for 
performance evaluation, no manager anticipated an increase in service 
effectiveness with diminished user involvement, while four different 
managers responded with anticipated changes in a direction contrary to 
the perceptions of the total sample for the other three control 
activities. 
Hypothesis H^. This first hypothesis postulated in Chapter I is 
repeated below for the convenience of the reader. 
H ) The perceptions of managers indicate no anticipated 
1 change in staff performance of job-related tasks or 
the effectiveness of service provided the users with 
an expanded level of participation by staff and 
users, respectively, in each activity identified by 
the management control system model. Conversely, 
managers anticipate no change in performance and 
service effectiveness with a diminished involvement 
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by staff and users in each activity. 
The managers' responses to research questions M4 and M5 and the results 
of applying the Kolmogorov-Smirnov goodness-of-fit test at the foot of 
Tables 48 through 51, did not provide for either the total rejection, 
as being probably false, or support, as being probably true, of this 
hypothesis. However, testing this hypothesis on a segmented basis was 
possible. That is, by first segmenting the hypothesis in terms of the 
investigation concerning staff, then users and then, by a second 
segmentation concerning the investigation of user by control system 
activities. 
The results cause Hypothesis H1 to be rejected, with significant 
levels of p £ .003, for managers' perceptions of anticipated changes in 
staff performance of job-related tasks with both expanded and 
diminished levels of participation in all the clustered activities 
identified by the management control system model. There is a 
significant difference between the observed frequency distribution of 
responses from the sampled population and the frequency distribution 
expected from the population on which the null hypothesis is based. As 
a result of the levels of significance displayed at the foot of Tables 
48 and 49, the hypothesis is rejected as being probably false with a 
0.3% probability of committing a Type I error in five of the perception 
measuring situations and a lesser probability in the other situations. 
The results of the investigation also cause Hypothesis H^ to be 
rejected, with significant levels of p < .05, for managers' perceptions 
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of anticipated changes in the effectiveness of service provided users 
with both expanded and diminished levels of user participation in all 
the clustered control activities, except the scheduling activity. The 
levels of significance resulting from the differences between the 
observed and expected frequency distribution of responses cause the 
null hypothesis to be rejected with p < .05 for expanded user 
Par^icipation in resource allocation and diminished user participation 
in progress monitoring and at the p < .005 for all other clustered 
activities, except scheduling. 
An explanation concerning the interpretations of the expected 
frequency distributions describing the hypothetical population used and 
their effects on the test of significance is appropriate. It was 
possible, as discussed in Chapter III, to describe the 'no anticipated 
change" position of the expected population by assuming either a 
rectangular frequency distribution, f * f^ = f^ ** ••• * fy» or by 
assuming all expected responses clustered at the 'no change" level, f^ 
« 17. It was found that when a majority of the observed managers" 
responses were at the no change level, use of clustered expected 
responses resulted in higher levels of significance, while for all 
other distributions an expected rectangular distribution resulted in 
levels of significance which were higher. The larger values of 
significance levels were always employed in the evaluation process. 
Had this not been done, the results for the scheduling activity would 
also have resulted in p < .02 and a possibility of a Type I error 
occurrence. Further, all evaluations using the non-rectangular 
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distribution, noted with an asterisk in Tables 50 and 51, necessitated 
hand calculations and in the absence of a complete table or graph of 
levels of significance, accurate but non-exact values are indicated. 
Hypothesis i^ supported by the results of managers' perceptions 
of anticipated changes in effectiveness of service with both expanded 
and diminished levels of user participation in the scheduling activity 
of the management control system model. 
Research question S... What measure of change in their performance 
of job-related tasks would staff anticipate with an expanded role in 
the control activities? Conversely. what measure of change would staff 
antic ipate with a^ diminished role in these activities.? The data 
collected from staff in rsponse to this research question is presented 
in Tables 52 and 53. 
The surveyed staff clearly perceived an anticipated increase in 
their performance of job-related tasks with expanded participation, as 
is apparent by the mean values of greater than one intervel level for 
each control activity. Expanded involvement in performance evaluation, 
as expected, was perceived by staff as having the greatest increase in 
their performance. Conversely, staff anticipated decreases in their 
performance with diminished level of participation in all control 
system activities with mean values all being nine-tenths of an interval 
level or greater. Again here, a diminished role in performance 
evaluation resulted in the greatest perceived change in staff 
performance. 
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TABLE 52 
STAFFS PERCEPTIONS OF THE CHANGE IN THEIR PERFORMANCE OF 
JOB-RELATED TASKS WITH EXPANDED LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION IN 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) Control System Activities 
Interval Change In 3 Resource Progress^ 
3 
Performance 
Levels Performance Scheduling Allocation Monitoring Evaluation 
3 Greatly increased 17 (19.5) 19 (22.1) 15 (17.4) 23 (26.7) 
2 Moderately increased 20 (23.0) 21 (24.4) 19 (22.1) 19 (22.1) 
1 Slightly increased 19 (21.8) 20 (23.3) 17 (19.8) 19 (22.1) 
0 No change 24 (27.6) 19 (22.1) 28 (32.6) 19 (22.1) 
-1 Slightly decreased 4 ( 4.6) 6 ( 7.0) 3 ( 3.5) 3 ( 3.5) 
-2 Moderately decreased 3 ( 3.4) 1 ( 1.2) 2 ( 2.3) 3 ( 3.5) 
-3 Greatly decreased 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 2 ( 2.3) 0 ( 0.0) 
Mean 1.149 1.291 1.012 1.360 
Median 1.158 1.350 .971 1.447 
Std. Dev. 1.334 1.291 1.410 1.363 
Variance 1.780 1.667 1.998 1.857 
Std. Error .143 .139 .152 .147 
Raw Chi-squares 45.839 44.233 50.419 46.674 
Levels of Significance .000 .000 .000 .000 
2 & 3 Missing Observations: Indicates number of staff that did not 
answer this question. 
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TABLE 53 
STAFFS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE CHANGE IN THEIR PERFORMANCE OF 
JOB-RELATED TASKS WITH DIMINISHED LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION IN 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) Control Svstem Activities 
Interval Change In /. Resource^ 
4 
Progress 
4 
Performance 
Levels Performance Scheduling Allocation Monitoring Evaluation 
3 Greatly increased 1 ( 1.2) 1 ( 1.2) 1 ( 1.2) 1 ( 1.2) 
2 Moderately increased 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( o.o)- 2 ( 2.4) 1 ( 1.2) 
1 Slightly increased 2 ( 2.4) 2 ( 2.4) 1 ( 1.2) 2 ( 2.4) 
0 No change 29 (34.1) 36 (42.4) 32 (37.6) 26 (30.6) 
-1 Slightly decreased 32 (37.6) 21 (24.7) 19 (22.4) 24 (28.2) 
-2 Moderately decreased 7 ( 8.2) 15 (17.6) 19 (22.4) 14 (16.5) 
-3 Greatly decreased 14 (16.5) 10 (11.8) 11 (12.9) 17 (20.0) 
Mean -0.976 -0.894 -0.965 -1.129 
Median -0.828 -0.667 -0.842 -1.021 
Std. Dev. 1.175 1.165 1.258 1.289 
Variance 1.380 1.358 1.582 1.662 
Std. Error .127 .126 .136 .140 
Raw Chi-squares 
Levels of Significance 
89.176 
.000 
85.223 
.000 
69.247 
.000 
58.541 
.000 
4 Missing Observations: 
answer this question. 
Indicates number of staff that did not 
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model. Conversely, staff anticipate no decrease in 
their performance with a diminished involvement in 
each activity. 
From the staffs' responses to research question S5 and the results of 
applying the Chi-square goodness-of-fit test shown at the foot of 
Tables 52 and 53, Hypotheses H2 is. rejected.. There exist significant 
differences between the responses of service units staff and the 
responses expected under all conditions of the null hypothesis. While 
the hypothesis was constructed to require only a one-tailed test of 
significance and the levels of significance in the tables are the 
result of two-tailed calculations, it is obvious that the levels are 
well below the boundaries, p £ .05, set for this study. 
Research question 0^. What measure of change in service 
effectiveness would users anticipate with an expanded role in the 
control activities? Conversely, what measure of change would users 
anticipate with a. diminished role in these activities? The data 
collected from users in response to this research question is presented 
in Tables 54 and 55. 
There were parallel tendencies in the responses by users and staff 
concerning their participation in the control system activities. The 
users plainly anticipated an increase in service effectiveness provided 
to them with their expanded participation in each control system 
activity. The mean values in all cases indicated an increase of more 
than one interval level and approached the moderately increased level 
for performance evaluation. Conversely, users anticipated decreases in 
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TABLE 55 
USERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE CHANGE IN SERVICE EFFECTIVENESS 
WITH DIMINISHED LEVELS OF USER PARTICIPATION IN MANAGEMENT CONTROL 
SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Count (Column Pet.) 
Change in 
Interval Service 
Levels Effectiveness 
Control System Activities 
Resource Progress Performance 
Scheduling Allocation Monitoring Evaluation 
3 Greatly increased 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
2 Moderately increased 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 1.5) 
1 Slightly increased 5 ( 7.5) 1 ( 1.5) 4 ( 6.0) 1 ( 1.5) 
0 No change 26 (38.8) 28 (41.8) 18 (26.9) 18 (26.9) 
-1 Slightly decreased 13 (19.4) 14 (20.9) 19 (28.4) 20 (29.9) 
-2 Moderately decreased 14 (20.9) 12 (17.9) 18 (26.9) 15 (22.4) 
-3 Greatly decreased 9 (13.4) 12 (17.9) 8 (11.9) 12 (17.9) 
Mean -0.940 -1.090 -1.119 -1.239 
Median -0.692 -0.821 -1.105 -1.175 
Std. Dev. 1.205 1.777 1.122 1.169 
Variance 1.451 1.386 1.258 1.366 
Std. Error .147 .144 .137 .143 
Raw Chi-Squares 
Levels of Significance 
52.836 
.000 
65.582 
.000 
46.776 
.000 
47.403 
.000 
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service effectiveness, although not as large in magnitude as the above 
increases, with a diminished level of their participation in each 
control activity. Users, as did staff previously, perceived changes in 
their participation in the performance evaluation process as resulting 
in the largest magnitude of changes in the effectiveness of service 
provided by the service units. However, unlike staff, users considered 
changes in their participation in monitoring progress of projects as 
having the second greatest effect on service effectiveness. This 
confirms the suspicion that users would consider their involvement in 
the 'controls' components of the model, as opposed to the 'resource 
deployment' components of scheduling and resource allocation (see 
Chapter I, Figure 4), as more directly affecting the services provided 
to them. 
A comparison of 'no change' responses in Tables 54 and 55 reveals 
that a greater percentage of users perceived no effect on service 
effectiveness with their diminished participation than with expanded 
participation for all four clustered control system activities. It is 
difficult to speculate why users perceived less effect on service 
effectiveness if their participation were to be increased. This 
situation remains relatively unchanged even if the responses which were 
in a direction contrary to the perception of the total sample, i.e., 
the sixteen responses denoting decreases with expanded participation 
and the twelve responses for increases with diminished participation 
are added to the 'no change' responses. 
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While both expanded and diminished involvement by users in the 
perfomance evaluation of projects elicited the greatest anticipated 
changes in the service effectiveness provided by service units, 
indicated changes were of significant magnitude for all control system 
activities so as to reinforce the perceptions of the total sample. 
Hypothesis H^. This, the third and last hypothesis postulated in 
Chapter I is repeated here for the reader's convenience. 
H^) The perceptions of users indicate no anticipated 
increase in service effectiveness with an expanded 
level of their participation in each activity of 
the management control systems model. Conversely, 
users anticipate no decrease in service effective¬ 
ness with a diminished involvement in each activity. 
From the users' responses to research question U,. and the results of 
applying the Chi-square goodness-of-fit test shown at the foot of 
Tables 54 and 55, Hypothesis H.3 is. rejected. There exist significant 
differences between the responses of service units users and the 
responses expected under all condition of the null hypothesis. Again 
here, as with Hypothesis H^, only a one-tailed test of significance was 
required, but it is obvious that the two-tailed levels of significance 
are well below the boundaries, p <. .05, set for this study. 
Summary of anticipated changes in staff performance—and—service 
effectiveness and the results of crosstabulations by subgroups^. For 
comparative analysis a summary of data from Tables 48 through 55, mean 
value measurements of managers' and staffs perceptions of anticipated 
changes in performance and of managers' amd users' perceptions of 
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anticipated changes in service effectiveness, are presented in Tables 
56 and 57, respectively. In these tables, the larger magnitude of mean 
values for each activity is underlined. 
Table 56 shows that whereas the managers anticipated greater 
decreases in performance with diminished participation in all the 
control activities, the staff anticipated greater increases with 
expanded participation in all control activities, except progress 
monitoring. While the magnitude of disagreement between managers' amd 
staffs' perceptions varied, in half of the comparisons the differences 
are small. Taking this latter observation further, there is less than 
a nine percent difference between manager and staff perceptions when 
one combines responses for all four control activities, i.e., an 8.3% 
difference for diminished participation. 
In comparing the managers' and users' perceptions of anticipated 
variation in service effectiveness (Table 57) as a function of user 
participation in control system activities, the differences, unlike 
those between managers and staff are clear and noticeably larger. The 
users anticipated greater increases in service effectiveness provided 
them by the service units with expansion of their participation in all 
the control activities and greater decreases with diminished 
participation, in comparison with the perceptions of the managers about 
the effects of users' participation. The difference in perceptions 
between each subgroup ranged from 35.2% to 81.3%, all larger than any 
differences in perceptions established by the manager-staff 
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TABLE 56 
SUMMARY OF MEAN VALUES OF THE PERCEIVED RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STAFF 
PERFORMANCE OF JOB-RELATED TASKS AND THEIR VARIED PARTICIPATION IN THE 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Participation Variation 
Control Activity 
Respondent 
Managers 
Subgroups 
Staff 
Differences in 
Perceptions 
(Percentage) 
Expanded 
Scheduling .765 1.149 33.4 
Resource Allocation 1.237 1.291 4.2 
Progress Monitoring 1.235 1.012 18.0 
Performance Evaluation 1.175 1.360 13.6 
Diminished 
Scheduling -1.000 -0.976 2.4 
Resource Allocation -1.176 -0.894 24.0 
Progress Monitoring -1.000 -0.965 3.5 
Performance Evaluation -1.176 -1.129 3.9 
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TABLE 57 
SUMMARY OF MEAN VALUES OF THE PERCEIVED RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN 
SERVICE EFFECTIVENESS AND VARYING PARTICIPATION BY USERS IN MANAGEMENT 
CONTROL SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
Participation Variation 
Control Activity 
Respondent Subgroups 
Managers Staff 
Differences in 
Perceptions 
(Percentage) 
Expanded 
Scheduling .706 1.118 36.9 
Resource Allocation .588 1.128 47.9 
Progress Monitoring .882 1.515 41.7 
Performance Evaluation 1.118 1.735 35.2 
ninished 
Scheduling -0.176 -0.940 81.3 
Resource Allocation -0.647 -1.090 40.6 
Progress Monitoring -0.529 -1.119 52.7 
Performance Evaluation -0.765 -1.239 38.3 
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comparisons. It is interesting to note that the largest of these 
differences, 81.3%, did not result from users' perceptions that their 
diminished involvement in the scheduling activity would cause a 
dramatic decrease in service effectiveness; in fact, the magnitude of 
this mean value was the lowest determined from their responses. The 
largest of the differences was caused by the collective perception of 
managers of an inordinately small decrease in service effectiveness wih 
diminished user participation in this activity. When one combines 
responses for all four control activities, the results indicate that 
users anticipate a 40Z greater increase in service effectiveness with 
their expanded participation and a 51.8% greater decrease with their 
diminished participation than the managers anticipated. Unmistakably, 
the users perceived service effectiveness as being a more volatile 
function of changes in their involvement in the management control 
system activities than was perceived by the managers of service units. 
Crosstabulations of responses from Tables 45 through 55 regarding 
anticipated effects in staff performance and service effectiveness with 
changes in participation were performed by sets of respondent 
subgroups. Those contingency table analyses which produced significant 
results are presented in Table 58. The results of these analyses 
confirm more clearly the previous discussion of subgroups 
perceptions. Usually, there was not a significant difference between 
the perceptions of managers and staff as to anticipated effects on 
staff performance, since only responses concerning expanded staff 
participation in scheduling resulted in a level of significance within 
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TABLE 58 
CROSSTABULATION OF CHANGES IN PARTICIPATION IN CONTROL ACTIVITIES AND 
THE EFFECT ON STAFF PERFORMANCE AND SERVICE EFFECTIVENESS BY SETS OF 
RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS PRODUCING SIGNIFICANT RESULTS 
UL 
Factor 1 
Relationship 
Factor 2 
Sets of 
Respondent Data 
Subgroups Tables 
Chi-square 
Levels of Significance 
P .05 p < .10 
Staff Performance: 
Expanded participation 
in scheduling M - S 48 & 52 .1020 
Service Effectiveness: 
Expanded participation 
in resource allocation M - U 50 & 54 .0342 
Expanded participation 
in progress monitoring M - U 50 & 54 .0182 
Expanded participation 
in performance evaluation M - U 50 & 54 .1129 
Diminished participation 
in scheduling M - U 51 & 55 .0267 
Diminished participation 
in progress monitoring M - U 51 & 55 .0653 
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the boundaries set for this study. The differences in responses of 
managers' and users' perceptions about anticipated effects on service 
effectiveness resulted in significant levels of p < .05 for changes in 
user participation in three control system activities and in 
significant levels of P < .10 for varying user participation in two 
activities. These results indicate an important difference in the 
perceptions of managers and users of service units. 
Research questions . S^.. U^. At what level do the managers and 
staff rate the services currently provided by their service units and 
at what level do users rate the services currently provided them by the 
service units? Each individual surveyed was asked the question, "When 
effectiveness of service is measured in terms of timeliness, quality 
and quantity, how do you rate the service currently provided by the 
service units?" The frequency distribution of responses by subgroups 
and the calculated measures of central tendency are presented in Tables 
59 through 61 for the rating of service by the variables of timeliness, 
quality, and quantity respectively. An interval scale of one through 
five was used to determine the respondents' perceptions of service 
effectiveness with only the one and five levels given descriptors of 
'high level' and 'low level,' respectively. 
From the response patterns shown in these tables over 12L of the 
total sampled population rated service at the highest two levels, 
whereas fewer than 8% rated service at the lowest two levels for all 
The lowest two levels were only used by one manager three variables. 
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TABLE 59 
RATING OF THE "TIMELINESS" OF THE SERVICE UNITS' CURRENTLY 
PROVIDED SERVICES BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUP 
Count (% of total) 
(X of Subgroup) Respondent Subgroups 
Rating Scale Managers Staff* Users* Totals 
High Level 1 7 ( 4.1) 31 (18.1) 22 (12.9) 60 (35.1) 
(41.2) (35.2) (33.3) 
2 8 ( 4.7) 32 (18.7) 24 (14.0) 64 (37.4) 
(47.1) (36.4) (36.4) 
3 1 ( 0.6) 19 (11.1) 16 ( 9.4) 36 (21.1) 
( 5.9) (21.6) (24.2) 
4 1 ( 0.6) 5 ( 2.9) 4 ( 2.3) 10 ( 5.8) 
( 5.9) ( 5.7) ( 6.1) 
Low Level 5 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 0.6) 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 0.6) 
( 0.0) ( 1.1) ( 0.0) 
Mean 1.765 2.011 2.030 1.994 
Median 1.688 1.906 1.958 1.898 
Std. Dev. .831 .953 .911 .924 
Variance .691 .908 .830 .853 
Std. Err. .202 .102 .112 .071 
Missing Observations: One staff member and one user did not 
answer this question. 
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TABLE 60 
RATING OF THE "QUALITY" OF THE SERVICE UNITS' CURRENTLY 
PROVIDED SERVICES BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUP 
Count (Z of total) 
(Z of Subgroup) Respondent Subgroups 
Rating Scale Managers Staff1 Users1 Totals 
High Level 1 5 ( 2.9) 33 (19.3) 19 (11.1) 57 (33.3) 
(29.4) (37.5) (28.8) 
2 10 ( 5.8) 39 (22.8) 26 (15.2) 75 (43.9) 
(58.8) (44.3) (39.4) 
3 2 ( 1.2) 14 ( 8.2) 11 ( 6.4) 27 (15.8) 
(11.8) (15.9) (16.7) 
4 0 ( 0.0) 2 ( 1.2) 7 ( 4.1) 9 ( 5.3) 
( 0.0) ( 2.3) (10.6) 
Low Leve1 5 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 3 ( 1.8) 3 ( 1.8) 
( 0.0) ( 0.0) ( 4.5) 
Mean 1.824 1.830 2.227 1.982 
Median 1.850 1.782 2.038 1.880 
Std. Dev. .636 .776 1.120 .930 
Variance .404 .603 1.255 .864 
Std. Err. .154 .083 .138 .071 
Respondent Raw Degrees of Levels ( of 
Subgroup Clusters Chi-Squares Freedom Significance 
M - S - U 13.06786 8 .1095 
S - U 9.55924 4 .0485 
1 Missing Observations: One staff member and one user did not 
answer this question. 
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TABLE 61 
RATING OF THE "QUANTITY" OF THE SERVICE UNITS' CURRENTLY 
PROVIDED SERVICES BY RESPONDENT SUBGROUP 
Count (2 of total) 
(2 of Subgroup) Respondent Subgroups 
Rating Scale Managers Staff* Users* Totals 
High Level 1 5 ( 2.9) 42 (24.6) 26 (15.2) 73 (42.7) 
(29.4) (47.7) (39.4) 
2 9 ( 5.3) 24 (14.0) 21 (12.3) 54 (31.6) 
(52.9) (27.3) (31.8) 
3 3 ( 1.8) 19 (11.1) 17 ( 9.9) 39 (22.8) 
(17.6) (21.6) (25.8) 
4 0 ( 0.0) 3 ( 1.8) 1 ( 0.6) 4 ( 2.3) 
( 0.0) ( 3.4) ( 1.5) 
Low Level 5 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 0.6) 1 ( 0.6) 
( 0.0) ( 0.0) ( 1.5) 
Mean 1.882 1.807 1.939 1.865 
Median 1.889 1.583 1.833 1.731 
Std. Dev. .697 .895 .926 .888 
Variance .485 .801 .858 • 788 
Std. Err. .169 .095 .114 . 068 
1 Missing Observations: One staff member and one user did not 
answer this question. 
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to rate the timeliness of his/her unit's service, while a larger number 
of staff (six) used this range of responses also to rate the timeliness 
of service and ten users rated the quality of service at the lowest two 
levels. If one considers, on the one hand, that managers and staff 
have a degree of pride in their work and, on the other hand, that, as 
previous results indicate, users are not included in the control 
process at a level they perceive to be most beneficial for effective 
service, then, not surprisingly, these combined factors yielded the 
result that managers rated service highest by two variables and 
virtually at the same level as staff for quality of service, whereas 
users rated service lowest by all three variables. 
Crosstabulations were performed on the responses in Tables 59 
through 61 by sets of respondent subgroups. The only significant 
difference in responses, as measured by the Chi-square test, were 
between staff and users, p <_ .05, and between managers, staff and 
users, p < .10, for the rating of the quality of service, see Table 60. 
T—tests were also performed between sets of respondent subgroups for 
each variable of service rating. Probabilities of P > .80, indicating 
high similarity of responses, occurred between staffs and users 
ratings of service timeliness, managers' and staffs' ratings of service 
quality and for mangers' and users' ratings of the quantity of the 
services. 
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Crosstabulations 
The primary purpose of this study was to gather data in response 
to the six research questions and to test the three null hypotheses. 
This has been accomplished using a combination of descriptive and 
correlative techniques. Should this research be extended in the future 
to include causal-comparative and/or experimental studies, it would be 
expeditious and informative to begin with a review of possible 
relationships between numerous variables. Therefore, from the data 
collected for this study, a series of crosstabulations was performed to 
determine where additional relationships exist between variables within 
different subsets of responses to the survey. This series of 
crosstabulations was performed between selected sets of the 
demographic, contextual, and effect-of-participation variables in 
responses by various subject subgroups (see the beginning of Chapter 
III for an explanation of each variable type), and also between each of 
the above types of variable and the service unit variable, to determine 
by statistical testing, whether systematic relationships exist between 
any two variables. The tables listing crosstabulations producing 
significant results display in the first column the respondent type, 
i.e., managers, staff or users, or respondent groups, e.g., M - S 
representing managers and staff or M - S - U representing all 
respondents to the survey. The next items listed are the two variables 
between which a significant relationship exists and finally the last 
two columns indicate whether the relationship is at the p < .01 or p < 
.05 level of significance. While the individual tables displaying the 
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frequency responses of the respondent type or group is not provided (a 
total of 146 tables,) a file description and raw data for the 174 
responses to the survey are provided in Appendix J, for reproduction. 
Table 62 exhibits those crosstabulations of respondents' 
demographic variables by contextual and effect-of-participation 
variables* Statistical testing of these crosstabulations resulted in 
the largest number (54) of significant relationships. The formal 
education variable accounted for more statistically significant 
relationships with the contextual and effect-of-participation variables 
than any other demographic, whereas the demographic of age related 
least significantly with these variables. No demographic variable 
failed to be related at a significant level with some of the other 
variables in this study. 
Table 63 exhibits the staff and user perceptions of their current 
participation levels in control system activities crosstabulated with 
the effect—of—participation and remaining contextual variables, which 
produce significant results. The bulk of the findings reported in this 
table, thirty-five significant relationships, occurred when staff and 
user responses were considered separately with twenty-six for staff and 
eight for the users. However, only three significant relationships 
occurred when crosstabulations were performed using combined staff and 
user responses. 
Staff's perceptions of their current participation in various 
control activities related significantly, in sixteen instances, with 
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TABLE 62 
CROSSTABULATIONS OF RESPONDENTS' DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES BY 
CONTEXTUAL AND EFFECT-OF-PARTICIPATION VARIABLES, 
PRODUCING SIGNIFICANT RESULTS 
(p £ .01 and p £ .05) 
Respondent Type or Group 
Factor, BY Factor^ 
p £ .01 
P < 
U Yrs. Employed In Importance of Matching and 
Higher Education Assigning Projected Resources 
to Pending Request 
M-S-U Importance of matching and 
Assigning Projected Resources 
to Pending Request 
M-U Manager's Advocated Role for 
User Involvement in Resource 
Allocation 
.0106 
.0045 
.0378 
S 
M-S 
Staff's Self-perception of Change 
in Performance with Expanded 
Participation in Progress 
Monitoring 
Group's Perception of Change in 
Performance with Expanded Staff 
Participation in Progress 
Monitoring 
.0258 
.0228 
A Single respondent types: M = managers, S = staff, U = users 
Respondent groups: M-S = managers and staff, M-U = managers 
M-S-U - all three respondent types. 
and users, 
P 1 • 
B 01 underlined, .01 < p £ .05 indented 
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TABLE 62 (continued) 
Respondent Type or Group 
Factor. BY Factor2 
p £ .01 
P < 
M Manager's Perception of Change 
in Service Effectiveness with 
Diminished Participation in 
Resource Allocation .0444 
M Rating Service Effectiveness 
of Unit in Terms of Timeliness .0329 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
Yrs. Assigned to Importance of Performing 
Current Dept. Feasibility Studies .0541 
Manager's Advocated Role for 
Staff Involvement in Progress 
Monitoring 
Manager's Advocated Role for 
Users' Involvement in Resource 
Allocation 
.0422 
.0339 
Manager's Perception of Change 
in Staff Performance with 
Expanded Participation in 
Scheduling 
Manager's Perception of Change 
in Staff Performance with 
Expanded Participation in 
Performance Evaluation 
Group's Perception of Change in 
Service Effectiveness with 
Expanded User Participation in 
Performance Evaluation 0237 
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TABLE 62 (continued) 
Respondent Type or Group 
Factor, BY Factor^ 
P £. »01 
P 1 
M Manager's Perception of Changes 
in Service Effectiveness with 
Diminished User Participation 
in Resource Allocation .0093 
U 
U 
U 
User's Self-Perception of Change 
in Service Effectiveness with 
Diminished Participation in 
Progress Monitoring .0317 
Status as a User User's Self-Perception of Current 
Participation Level in Progress 
Monitoring .0162 
Users' Perception of Role 
Advocated for them by Managers 
in Performance Evaluation .0040 
U 
U 
U 
User's Self-Perception of Change 
in Service Effectiveness with 
Expanded Participation in 
Resource Allocation 
Users' Self-Perception of Change 
in Service Effectiveness with 
Diminished Participation in: 
Resource Allocation 
.0288 
.0180 
Progress Monitoring .0004 
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TABLE 62 (continued) 
Respondent Type or Group A 
Factor, BY Facto^ 
P £ *01 
P < 
Formal Education 
S 
M 
S 
Importance of the Following 
Management Control System 
Activities: 
Estimating Effort to 
Complete Requests 
Prioritizing Requests 
Prioritizing Requests 
Prioritizing Requests 
.0017 
.0061 
.0000 
.0005 
S Maintaining a Master 
Schedule .0108 
U Maintaining a Master 
Schedule >0012 
M-S-U Maintaining a Master 
Schedule *0000 
M 
M 
S 
M-S-U 
S 
Monitoring Progress on 
Requests 
Evaluating Performance on 
Requests 
Evaluating Performance on 
Requests 
.0028 
.0064 
.0000 
Evaluating Performance on 
Requests 
Evaluating Periodically 
Value of Resources and 
Accuracy of Estimating 
Effort & Scheduling 
.0188 
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TABLE 62 (continued) 
Respondent Type or Group 
A 
p <_ .01 
Factor, BY Facto^ P S. »05 
B 
M 
M 
M 
H 
M 
M 
0 
M-U 
U 
H-U 
Manager's Advocated Role for 
Staff Involvement in 
Scheduling .0200 
Manager's Perception of Change 
in Staff Performance with 
Expanded Participation in 
Resource Allocation .0362 
Manager's Perception of Change 
in Staff Performance with 
Diminished Participation in 
Scheduling .0302 
Progress Monitoring .0516 
Manager's Perception of Changes 
in Service Effectiveness with 
Expanded User Participation in 
Scheduling .0227 
Respondent Group's Perception of 
Change in Service Effectiveness 
With Diminished Participation by 
Users in: 
Scheduling 
Resource Allocation 
Resource Allocation 
Performance Evaluation 
Performance Evaluation 
.0000 
.0000 
.0004 
.0000 
.0000 
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TABLE 62 (continued) 
A 
Respondent Type or Group p £ .01 
Factor^ BY Factor^ p <. .05 
S 
Rating Service Effectiveness 
of Unit in terms of: 
Quality .0188 
U Ouantitv .0001 
Age Respondent Group's Perception 
of Change in Service Effective¬ 
ness With Diminished Participa¬ 
tion By Users In 
U Performance Evaluation .0146 
M-U Performance Evaluation .0011 
Rating Service Effectiveness 
of Unit in terms of 
S Timeliness .0063 
M-S-U Timeliness .0313 
U Sex Importance of Projecting 
Future Availability of 
Resources .0309 
S Staff Self-perception of 
Current Participation Level 
in Scheduling .0158 
M-S Group's Perception of Role 
Advocated for Staff by 
Manager in Scheduling .0399 
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TABLE 62 (continued) 
Respondent Type or Group* 
Factor, BY Factor2 
p <. .01 
p < .05 B 
Respondent Group's Perception 
of Change in Service Effective¬ 
ness with Expanded Participation 
by Users in 
U Resource Allocation .0144 
M-U Resource Allocation .0188 
U Rating Service Effectiveness of 
Unit in Terms of Quantity .0469 
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TABLE 63 
CROSSTABULATIONS OF STAFFS' AND USER PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR 
CURRENT PARTICIPATION LEVELS IN CONTROL SYSTEM ACTIVITIES BY OTHER 
CONTEXTUAL AND EFFECT-OF-PARTICIPATION VARIABLES, 
PRODUCING SIGNIFICANT RESULTS 
(p <_ .01 and p <_ .05) 
Respondent Type 
Factor^ BY Factor^ 
P < -01 * 
P < .05 
Staff 
Self-perception of Staff s Perception of the Role 
Current Participa- Advocated for Them by Managers 
t ion in: in: 
Scheduling 
Resource Allocation 
Scheduling 
Resource Allocation 
Progress Monitoring 
Performance Evaluation 
Scheduling 
Resource Allocation 
Progress Monitoring 
Performance Evaluation 
.0000 
.0063 
.0028 
.0004 
.0100 
.0000 
.0049 
.0000 
p < .01 underlined, .01 < p < .05 indented 
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TABLE 63 (Continued) 
Respondent Type 
Factor^ BY Factor^ 
p<.01 
P < .05* 
Progress Monitoring Scheduling .0002 
Resource Allocation .0000 
Progress Monitoring .0000 
Performance Evaluation .0000 
Performance Evaluation Scheduling .0027 
Resource Allocation .0000 
Progress Monitoring .0007 
Performance Evaluation .0000 
Scheduling Staff's Self-perception of 
Change in Performance with 
Diminished Participation in 
Resource Allocation .0268 
Staff's Rating of Service 
Effectiveness of Unit in 
Terms of: 
Timeliness *0138 
Quantity 0174 
284 
TABLE 63 (Continued) 
Respondent Type 
Factor^ BY Factor^ 
P 1 *01 * 
p < .05* 
Progress Monitoring Staff's Self-perception of 
Change in Performance with 
Expanded Participation in 
Performance Evaluation .0537 
Staff's Self-perception of 
Change in Performance with 
Diminished Participation in: 
Scheduling .0357 
Progress Monitoring .0362 
Performance Evaluation .0221 
Staff's Rating of Service 
Effectiveness of Unit in 
Terms of Quantity .0091 
Performance Evaluation Staff s Self—perception of 
Change in Performance with 
Diminished Participation in: 
Progress Monitoring 
Performance Evaluation 
0076 
0233 
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TABLE 63 (Continued) 
Respondent Type 
Factor^ BY Factor^ 
p < .Oi 
p < .05* 
Users 
Self Perception of 
Current Participa¬ 
tion in: 
User's Perceptions of the 
Role Advocated for them by 
Managers in: 
Scheduling 
Resource Allocation 
Progress Monitoring 
Performance Evaluation 
Scheduling 
Resource Allocation 
Scheduling 
Resource Allocation 
Progress Monitoring 
Progress Monitoring 
.0000 
.0065 
.0002 
.0213 
.0263 
.0337 
Performance Evaluation .0000 
Scheduling User's Self-perception of 
Change in Service Effective¬ 
ness with Diminished Partici¬ 
pation in Scheduling 
User's Rating of Service 
Effectiveness of Unit in 
Terms of Quantity 
.0300 
.0292 
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TABLE 63 (Continued) 
Respondent Type 
Factor^ BY Factor^ 
p < .Oi 
P < .05* 
Staff and Users 
Self-perception of 
Current Participa¬ 
tion in: 
Rating of Service 
Effectiveness of Unit 
in Terms of: 
Scheduling 
Progress Monitoring 
Performance Evaluation 
Quantity 
Quantity 
Quantity 
.0344 
.0116 
.0195 
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their perception of what managers advocated for them in various, but 
not necessarily the same, control activities. It was anticipated by 
this investigator that possible relationships might exist between these 
variables. Since the two questions concerning managers' advocacy and 
staff 8 perception of their current participation in control activities 
followed one another in the survey, each question on the staff as well 
as on the user questionnaire was placed on separate pages. In most 
instances, when respondents needed to refer back to the previous page 
to definitions of the rating scale, they were asked to cover their 
responses about their perceptions of what managers advocated for their 
role in control activities. Whether the above precautionary procedure 
was sufficient to protect the integrity of the data was not determined 
and caution is suggested in its use. 
Of the remaining ten relationships concerning staff, seven 
occurred between the current participation variable and staff's 
perception of change in performance, while the last three involved the 
staffs' ratings of the service provided by their units. All but two 
user relationships reported occurred between their perception of 
current participation in various control activities and their 
perception of what role managers advocated. The remaining two, one 
each, concerned changes in service effectiveness and user's rating of 
the quantity of serivce provided. 
Findings reported in Table 64 indicate what managers advocated and 
what staff/users perceived as advocated for their roles in control 
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TABLE 64 
CROSSTABULATIONS OF WHAT MANAGERS ADVOCATE AND WHAT STAFF/USERS 
PERCEIVE AS ADVOCATED FOR THEIR ROLES IN CONTROL SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 
BY OTHER CONTEXTUAL AND EFFECT-OF-PARTICIPATION VARIABLES, 
PRODUCING SIGNIFICANT RESULTS 
(p £ .01 and p £ .05) 
Respondent Type or Group 
Factor^ BY Factor^ 
p £ .01 
P < 
M 
S 
Manager's Advocated 
Role for Staff 
Participation in 
Scheduling 
Manager's Perception of Change 
in Staff Performance with 
Diminished Participatio in 
Performance Evaluation .0127 
Staff's Perception 
of Role Advocated 
for them by Managers 
in Performance 
Evaluation 
Staff's Self-perception of 
Change in Performance with 
Expanded Participation in 
Scheduling 
.0324 
S Staff's Self-perception of 
Change in Performance with 
Diminished Participation in 
Progress Monitoring 
M-S Manager's Advocated 
and Staff's Percep¬ 
tion of Advocated 
Role for Staff in 
Performance Evaluation 
Manager's and Staff's Per¬ 
ception of Change in Staff 
Performance with Expanded 
Participation in Scheduling 
.0287 
A Single respondent types: M » managers, S - staff, and U - users 
Respondent groups: M-S ** managers and staff 
M-U s managers and users. 
® P £. .01 underlined, .01 < p £ underlined. 
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TABLE 64 (Continued) 
Respondent Type or Group 
Factor. 
A 
BY Factor, 
P £ »01 
P < 
Users' Perceptions 
of Roles Advocated 
for them by Managers 
in: 
U Scheduling 
Manager's Advocated 
and User's Perception 
of Advocated Role for 
Users in: 
M-U Scheduling 
M-U 
User's Perception of Change 
in Service Effectiveness 
with Expanded Participation 
in: 
Progress Monitoring 
Performance Evaluation 
Manager's and User's Percep¬ 
tion of Change in Service 
Effectiveness with Expanded 
Participation in: 
Progress Monitoring 
Performance Evaluation 
.0160 
.0161 
.0389 
.0303 
M-U 
M-U 
M-U 
M-U 
M-S 
Manager's and User's Percep¬ 
tion of Change in Service 
Effectiveness with Diminished 
Participation in: 
Resource Allocation 
Progress Monitoring Resource Allocation 
Progress Monitoring 
Performance Evaluation Scheduling 
Manager's and Staff^s Per¬ 
ception of Change in Staff 
Performance with Diminished 
Participation in: 
.0136 
.0146 
.0476 
.0064 
.0366 
M-S 
Scheduling 
Performance Evaluation 0152 
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TABLE 64 (Continued) 
Respondent Type or GroupA 
Factori BY 
_ P < .01 
Factor2 p < .05® 
Manager's Advocated 
Role for User 
Participation in: 
M Scheduling Manager's Perception of Change 
in Service Effectiveness with 
Diminished Participation in 
Scheduling .0100 
M Resource Allocation Manager's Perception of Change 
in Service Effectiveness with 
Expanded Participation in 
Resource Allocation .0013 
M Progress Monitoring Manager's Perception of Change 
in Service Effectiveness with 
Diminished Participation in 
Resource Allocation .0198 0
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system activities crosstabulated with the effect-of-participation and 
remaining contextual variables. First, it is interesting to note that 
no statistically significant relationships were found between the 
advocacy variables and the other contextual variables of perceptions by 
respondents either of the importance of the control system activities 
or of the rating of service provided by the units. Of the seventeen 
relationships listed in the table, six were at the p <_ .01 level of 
significance. Ten of the relationships concerned responses from 
combinations of two subgroups, while the remaining seven relationships 
resulted from responses of a single subgroup. Six of the relationships 
reported concerned the advocated role for staff and eleven the 
advocated role for users, (factor 1). Using these causes it is seen 
that the largest number, six, of the relationships producing 
significant results are those between the combined manager/user 
perception concerning the advocated role for users and the contextual 
variable of changes in service effectiveness (factor 2). 
Findings presented in Table 65 are the result of the service unit 
variable being crosstabulated with the demographic contextual and 
effect-of-participation variables in responses by various subject 
subgroups, which produced significant relationships. These findings 
would appear to be most useful in future studies pertaining to specific 
types of service units. This would require, however, additional 
stratification of the data, listed in Appendix J, into the categories 
shown in Table 2 of Chapter III. Multiple relationships resulting from 
responses of different combinations of subgroups are identified in the 
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TABLE 65 
CROSSTABULATIONS OF SERVICE UNITS BY DEMOGRAPHIC, 
CONTEXTUAL AND EFFECT-OF-PARTICIPATION VARIABLES, 
PRODUCING SIGNIFICANT RESULTS 
(p ± .01 and p < .05) 
Respondent Type or Group' 
A 
p £ .01 
Factor, BY Factor, P S. «05 
B 
M-S-U Service Units 
M-S 
S-U 
M-S-U 
S-U 
M-S-U 
U 
S-U 
M-S-U 
S-U 
Yrs. Employed in Higher Education 
Yrs. Assigned to Current Dept. 
Formal Education 
.0472 
.0027 
.0123 
.0014 
.0101 
.0211 
Age 
Sex 
.0002 
.0035 
.0030 
.0435 
^ Single respondent types: M ** managers, S * staff, and U = users 
Respondent groups: M-S ** managers and staff 
M-U = managers and users 
S-U “ staff and users 
M-S-U ■ all three respondent types. 
B p < .01 underlined, .01 < P < .05 indented 
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TABLE 65 (Continued) 
Respondent Type or Group 
Factor, BY Factor, 
P 5. »01 
P < 
S 
S-D 
S 
S-D 
S 
S 
Staff's Self-perception of Current 
Participation Level in Resource 
Allocation .0192 
Staff's and user's Self-perception 
of Current Participation Level in 
Resource Allocation .0029 
Staff's Self-perception of Current 
Participation Level in Progress 
Monitoring .0219 
Staff's and user's Self-perception 
of Current Participation Level in 
Progress Monitoring »0124 
Staff's Self-perception of Current 
Participation level in Performance 
Evaluation 
Staff's Perception of Role Advocated 
for Them by Managers in Resource 
Allocation 
.0285 
.0286 
Manager's Advocated and Staff's 
Perception of Advocated Role for 
Staff in: 
M-S 
.0130 
M-S 
Resource Allocation 
Performance Evaluation 0229 
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TABLE 65 (Continued) 
Respondent Type or Group 
A 
Factor, BY Factor, 
P 1 01 
< .05 
Users' Perception of Role Advocated 
for Them by Managers in: 
U Scheduling .0061 
U Performance Evaluation .0024 
S 
M-S 
S 
M-S 
S 
Staff's Self-perception of Change 
in Performance with Expanded 
Participation in Scheduling 
Manager's and Staff's Perception 
of Change in Staff Performance 
with Expanded Participation in 
Scheduling 
Staff's Self-perception of Change 
in Performance with Diminished 
Participation in Scheduling 
Manager's and Staff's Perception 
of Change in Staff Performance 
with Diminished Participation in 
Scheduling 
Staff's Self-perception of Changes 
in Performance with Diminished 
Participation in Progress 
Monitoring 
.0466 
.0265 
.0209 
.0486 
.0409 
TABLE 65 (Continued) 
Respondent Type or Group 
Factor^ BY Factor^ 
P < .01 
P < 
Manager's and User's Perception 
of Change in Service Effective¬ 
ness with Expanded User 
Participation in: 
M-U Resource Allocation .0342 
M-U Progress Monitoring .0182 
M-U Manager's and User's Perception 
of Change in Service Effective¬ 
ness with Diminished User 
Participation in Scheduling .0267 
U User's Perception of Change in 
Service Effectiveness with 
Diminished User Participation 
in Progress Monitoring .0285 
Rating Service Effectiveness of 
Unit in terms of: 
S-U Timeliness 
.0083 
M-S-U 
.0126 
U Quality 
.0336 
S-U 
.0393 
M-S-U 
.0406 
U Quantity 
.0443 
0023 
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first column of this table. Of the demographic variables, only user 
status did not relate significantly to the service units studied. For 
the contextual variables crosstabulations of service units by 
perceptions of current staff and users' participation levels in control 
activities, by perception concerning advocacy for staff and/or user 
participation in control activities and by evaluation of current levels 
of service, account, respectively, for six, four and three of the 
relationships producing significant results. No contextual variables 
pertaining to assessing the importance of control activities by 
respondents are indicated in the results listed. Only statistical 
significance at p < .05 levels are indicated for the relationships 
between service units and the effect-of-participation variables 
concerned with changes in staff performance and with changes in service 
effectiveness, where five and four relationships, respectively, are 
indicated. 
A summary of research findings, suggested recommendations for 
implementation of these results and possible areas of future research 
are discussed in Chapter V. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study as delineated in Chapter I was to 
provide an assessment of the management control systems of service 
units in an academic environment by determining what degree of 
importance was attributed to the system's activities by those who were 
participants in these activities. Further, the study sought to 
determine the currently perceived roles of the participants, what 
effect participation by staff had on their performance of job-related 
tasks and what impact participation by users had on the service 
effectiveness provided by the service units. Three null hypotheses 
were postulated which stated expectations concerning the two 
relationships between the independent variables of staff and user 
participation and anticipated changes in the dependent variables of 
staff performance and service effectiveness. In Chapter II, a review 
of the pertinent research literature regarding management control 
systems and their application in service units was provided. The 
review included findings regarding participatory management and the 
impact of involvement in control activities on one's performance and 
service effectiveness. 
The methodology followed and the research design were described in 
Chapter III. The nature of the research suggested a combination of 
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descriptive and correlative techniques. Therefore, the investigation 
utilized a self-reporting survey administered in person by the 
investigator to collect data from individuals associated with service 
units. Six research questions defining the parameters of the 
investigation were developed and versions of each question appeared on 
the three different questionnaires given to the managers, staff and 
users of the service units studied. A fourth questionnaire was 
developed to collect historical and current descriptive data of each 
individual service unit. The compiled data from the questionnaires 
were used to analyze responses to the research questions and to test 
the hypotheses. Results of the research and an interpretation of the 
findings were included in Chapter IV. 
Chapter V, the final chapter in this study, summarizes the results 
of the research, suggests recommendations for the implementation of the 
findings and considers future research. This chapter is organized 
according to the following topics: 
a) summary of the research findings, including 
responses to the research questions, results 
of testing the hypotheses and crosstabulations 
producing significant results, 
b) recommendations for service units, 
c) implications for further research and 
d) conclusion. 
I 
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Summary of the Research Findings 
The results of this study provide information about the perception 
of managers, staff and users of organizational service units located at 
the public University of Massachusetts in Amherst and at Bentley 
College, a private institution located in Waltham, Massachusetts. 
Generalizations, therefore, apply only to these populations. 
Responses to the Research Questions 
A minimally necessary set of management control system activities 
for service units was identified by the research and a contracted 
version, comprised of eleven activities was validated for its 
importance in the operation of local service units. 
The subgroups of managers, staff and users each assessed the value 
of the activities, with one exception, in a range between very 
important and important insofar as the operation of the units was 
concerned. The exception was the activity of recycling unassigned 
requests for possible adjustment to content, estimates of effort and 
prioritizing, this activity being perceived as equally situated in 
values between important and having some, but limited importance. 
There were clear indications of agreement by all respondents as to 
those control activities ranked highest in order of importance: 
1. prioritizing requests for service, 
2. monitoring progress toward completion of requests. 
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3. documenting requests for service, and 
4. evaluating performance and service effectiveness. 
These activities, in the order 3 - 1 - 2 - 4, reflect what might 
be considered milestones in the sequence of processing requests for 
service. Conversely, there was virtual consensus among subgroups as to 
the four control activities ranked lowest in descending order of 
importance: 
8. evaluating periodically the value of resources, the 
accuracy of estimating and scheduling, 
9. determining estimates of effort required to complete 
requests, 
10. performing feasibility studies when needed and 
11. recycling unassigned requests. 
None of the control activities were seen by the grouped 
respondents as having little or no importances in the operation of the 
service units. Furthermore, when individual respondents were queried 
as to activities they considered missing from the proposed management 
control system model, their responses were highly diverse and 
indications of agreement on any missing activities were clearly 
absent. There were, however, suggestions by some staff and users 
regarding a need for improved communications among constituencies 
associated with the service units. 
The perceptions of the managers' advocated role for staffs' and 
users' participation in the management control system and the staffs' 
and users' description of their current roles were determined at a 
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higher level of the control system model as indicated by a more 
contracted, clustered version of the previously discussed activities, 
and included scheduling, resource allocation, progress monitoring and 
performance evaluation. 
Managers, with one exception, advocated a greater role for staff 
and user participation in each clustered activity than the level of 
participation that staff and users perceived as being advocated for 
them by the managers. The exception where this did not apply was for 
user involvement in the resource allocation. The staff, in contrast to 
the above comparisons, described their current roles in three 
activities, performance evaluation excluded, as greater than what they 
perceived as the managers' advocacy for them. Conversely, the users 
described their current roles, with the exception of progress 
monitoring, as less than what they perceived as advocated for them by 
managers. 
For each control activity, the role of participation was always 
greater for staff than for users, whether it was that which was 
advocated by managers, perceived by staff and users as advocated for 
them, or the latters' description of their current roles. 
Managers and staff were in agreement as to the direction of the 
relationship between staff performance of job-related tasks and staffs 
varied participation in each control activity. That is, each subgroup 
indicated anticipated increases in performance with expanded staff 
participation and anticipated decreases in performance with diminished 
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staff participation. While staff generally anticipated larger changes 
in performance with expanded participation than managers, the managers 
always anticipated larger changes in performance with diminished staff 
participation in each control activity. However, if one combines the 
results for all four control activities, the disagreement between 
managers and staff as to the magnitude of change in performance was 
less than 92 for both expanded and diminished staff involvement. 
Similarly, managers and users were in agreement as to the 
direction of the relationship between the effectiveness of service 
provided by the units and varied user participation in each control 
activity, but the two subgroups differed considerably as to the 
magnitude of change in the resulting service effectiveness. Each 
subgroup indicated anticipated increases in service effectiveness with 
expanded user participation and anticipated decreases with diminished 
user involvement. The magnitude of the anticipated changes in service 
effectiveness were always perceived by users as larger than those 
perceived by managers. When one combines results for all four control 
activities the differences indicate that users anticipated a 352 
greater change in service effectiveness than managers with an expansion 
of user involvement and a 812 greater change with diminished user 
participation. 
The assessment by managers, staff and users of the services 
provided by the units in terms of their timeliness, quality and 
quantity varied around the second highest point on a five point scale. 
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Even though nearly three-fourths of the total responses were at one of 
the two high levels, differences in the rating of services were 
apparent. Managers rated the timeliness of services highest, staff 
rated the quantity of services highest and both managers and staff 
virtually agreed with each others' highest rating of the quality of 
service provided. Users, to the contrary, considered the services 
provided as lowest by all three rating variables and disagreed with the 
responses of the managers and staff to the greatest extent in rating 
the quality of services provided by the service units. 
Results of Testing the Hypotheses 
The three null hypotheses, , H2, H3, postulated in this study 
were concerned, in numbered order, with the perception of the managers, 
staff and users regarding the expected relationships between the 
independent variables of staff and user participation and the 
anticipated changes in the dependent variables of staff performance of 
job-rated tasks and service effectiveness provided by the service 
units. Results determined from responses about the contracted, 
clustered version of the control system activities, identified as 
scheduling, resource allocation, progress monitoring and performance 
evaluation, were utilized to test whether the hypotheses were rejected, 
as being probably false, or supported, as being probably true. 
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Hypothesis H^: 
The perceptions of managers indicate no anticipated 
change in staff performance of job-related tasks or 
the effectiveness of service provided the users 
with an expanded level of participation by staff and 
users, respectively, in each activity identified by 
the management control system model. Conversely, 
managers anticipate no change in performance and 
service effectiveness with a diminished involvement 
by staff and users in each activity. 
The results of the investigation did not provide for either the total 
rejection or support of this hypothesis. However, testing this 
hypothesis on a segmented basis was possible. The results cause 
Hypothesis H^ to. be. rejected. with significant levels of p < .003 for 
managers' perceptions of anticipated changes in staff performance of 
job-related tasks with both expanded and diminished levels of staff 
participation in all the clustered activities identified by the 
management control system model. The results also cause Hypothesis H^ 
to be rejected, with significant levels of p < .05, for managers' 
perceptions of anticipated changes in the effectiveness of service 
provided to the users, with both expanded and diminished levels of user 
participation in all the clustered control activities, except the 
scheduling activity. Hvpothesis H^ is. supported by the results of 
managers' perceptions for both expanded and diminished 
participation in the scheduling activity of the control system. 
user 
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Hypothesis H^: 
The perceptions of staff indicate no anticipated 
increase in their performance of job-related tasks 
with an expanded level of participation in each 
activity identified by the management control system 
model. Conversely, staff anticipate no decrease in 
their performance with a diminished involvement in 
each activity. 
and Hypothesis H 
3: 
The perceptions of users indicate no anticipated 
increase in service effectiveness with an expanded 
level of their participation in each activity of 
the management control system model. Conversely, 
users anticipate no decrease in service 
effectiveness with a diminished involvement in each 
activity. 
The results of the investigation cause Hypotheses H2 and to be 
rejected, with the significant levels of p < .000 for all conditions 
stated. 
Crosstabulations 
Two series of crosstabulations were performed. The first series 
of crosstabulations was performed to observe significant differences 
between sets of responses by subject subgroups, i.e., managers, staff 
and users, to each of the demographic and research questions. The 
second series of crosstabulations was performed between selected sets 
of the demographic, contextual and effect-of-participation variables in 
responses by various subject subgroups and also between each of the 
above types of variable and the service unit variable, to determine, by 
statistical testing, whether systematic relationships exist between any 
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two variables. 
The first series of 108 crosstabulations between subgroups' 
responses to each of the demographic and research questions resulted in 
ten differences in responses at a significant level of p < .05 and 
seven differences at a significant level of p < .01. The largest 
number of these differences (six) occurred in responses by various 
combinations of subject subgroups to the demographic questions 
concerning the number of years employed in higher education, formal 
education and sex. Responses by all subject subgroups, the total 
sampled population, were significantly different for all three of these 
demographic questions. 
Assessing the importance of control activities by the staff and 
user subgroups and the total sampled population produced significant 
differences in responses for the prioritizing of requests and for 
determining estimates of effort to complete requests, with managers and 
staff differing significantly on the importance of projecting future 
availability of resources. 
For the advocated roles of staff and user participation in the 
control activities, only the managers' advocacy for staff involvement 
in scheduling and the level of involvement staff perceived as advocated 
for them differed significantly. 
There were no significant differences in managers' and staffs' 
the effect on staff performance with varying responses concerning 
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changes in their participation. However, managers and users differed 
at the p < .05 level as to the effect on service effectiveness of 
expanded user participation in the resource allocation and progress 
monitoring control activities and with diminished user involvement in 
scheduling. 
The remaining crosstabulation where a significant difference 
occurred was between the responses of staff and users as to the quality 
of services provided by the service units. 
The second series of crosstabulations was performed only to 
investigate the existence of statistical dependence between selected 
sets of the demographic, contextual and effect-of-participation 
variables from responses by various subject subgroups and also between 
each of the above types of variable and the service unit variable. 
Since the primary purpose of this study was to gather data in response 
to the research questions and to test the hypotheses, the results of 
this series of crosstabulations were considered important insofar as 
their value extended to future research studies. Therefore, the 
results of these crosstabulations were only presented and not analyzed 
in detail. 
The first set consisted of respondents' demographic variables 
crosstabulated with contextual and effect-of- participation variables 
in responses by various subject subgroups. Statistical testing of 
these crosstabulations resulted in fifty-four significant 
relationships. The formal education variable accounted for more 
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statistically significant relationships with contextual and 
effect-of—participation variables than any other demographic, whereas 
the demographic of age related least significantly with these 
variables. No demographic variable failed to be related at a 
significant level with some of the other variables in the study. 
The second set exhibited the staff and user perceptions of their 
current participation levels in control system activities, 
crosstabulated with the effect-of-participation and remaining 
contextual variables which produced significant results. The bulk of 
these findings, thirty-five significant relationships, occurred when 
staff and user responses were considered separately, whereas only three 
occurred when crosstabulations were performed using combined staff and 
user responses. 
Findings reported for the third set exhibited what managers 
advocated and what staff/users perceived as advocated for their roles 
in control system activities crosstabulated with the 
effect-of-participation and remaining contextual variables. 
Statistical testing of these crosstabulations resulted in the least 
number, seventeen, of significant relationships. None of these 
significant findings occurred between the advocacy variables and the 
contextual variables of rating services provided by the units or 
evaluating the importance of the control system activities. 
The final set exhibited the service unit variable crosstabulated 
with the demographic, contextual and effect-of-participation variables 
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m responses by various subject subgroups. These findings would appear 
to be most useful in future studies pertaining to specific types of 
service units. Statistical testing of these crosstabulations revealed 
thirty-seven significant relationships. Whereas a large portion of the 
significant findings were the result of crosstabulations between 
service units and both the demographic and contextual variables, no 
contextual variables pertaining to assessing the importance of control 
system activities by respondents were indicated. Nine statistically 
significant relationships occurred between the service unit and 
effect-of-participation variables concerned with changes in staff 
performance and service effectiveness 
Recommendations for Service Units 
Certainly the system composed of organizational service units has 
become a major component within the complex structure of today's 
colleges and universities. As Churchman (1968) maintains: 
In general, we can say that the larger the system becomes, 
the more the parts interact, the more difficult it is to 
understand environmental constraints, the more obscure 
becomes the problem of what resources should be made 
available and, deepest of all, the more difficult becomes 
the problem of the legitimate values of the system. 
(pp. 76-77) 
Where the causes of difficulties associated with service unit 
operations, that is, environmental constraints, allocated resources and 
the questioned value of the units to the academic community, may be 
attributed in some instances to external sources, it appeared more 
germane to first investigate problematic conditions within these 
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organizational units. While this study did not seek to improve the 
operations of the service units, the findings do, nevertheless, provide 
a basis for recommendations to those responsible for decision-making 
within and the direction of these units. 
1) Resources should be allocated for the implementation of a 
management control system in service units where one does not now 
currently exist. For service units where a system is considered to be 
in place, a periodic evaluation of the system's performace and the 
level of participation of those who have an interest in its 
effectiveness should be maintained. 
While the need for additional related research and further 
improvement of the conceptual management control system model are 
stressed subsequently, the assessment by managers, staff and users of 
the models' control activities as having importance in the operation of 
the service units provides the basis for this recommendation. Where 
service units are attempting to offer larger quantities, better quality 
and increased timeliness of services to users, an operating style 
fashioned on concepts such as the closed door - we know best - 
approach, first in - first out processing of requests and the squeaky 
wheel theory applied to directed action on requests will not provide 
solutions to the problems facing the service units. 
2) Either afford a greater role for staff participation in the 
activities of the control system or demonstrate increased support for 
the role staff describe as their current involvement in these 
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activities. 
This directed action regarding staff participation is recommended 
in view of the prevailing agreement by managers and staff that 
improvements in staff performance would occur with staffs’ increased 
involvement in the management control system activities. However, the 
choice between the two implementation strategies, which may afford 
different magnitudes of increase in staff performance, is unclear, 
since staff in most instances described their current role in the 
control activities as greater than what they perceived as being 
advocated for them by their managers and that this perceived advocacy 
is always less than the levels of involvement managers assert as being 
advocated. What does appear clear, however, is that the role of staff 
in the control functions should not be allowed to increase over their 
self-perceived current level of involvement without the support of 
management, lest the direction of the service units and staff 
performance may become more problematic than currently envisioned by 
the institutional community. 
3) Increased support for user involvement at the group meeting 
level to generate ideas and suggestions concerning control functions to 
achieve desired advances in service effectiveness. 
The findings of this study provided a much clearer basis for this 
recommendation regarding increased user participation in the management 
control system activities than it did for varying staff participation. 
Whereas the users anticipated a much larger increase than managers. 
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both managers and users agreed that improvements in service 
effectiveness would occur if users were more involved in the control 
activities. Furthermore, there was little disparity between what 
managers advocated for user participation in control activities, what 
users perceived as advocated for them and the latter's descriptions of 
their current roles. These levels of user participation were defined 
in this study as either "users providing specific information requested 
by the managers" or "users generating ideas and suggestions concerning 
the control activities usually individually with the managers." It 
appears, using Vroom's (1979) levels of participation in the 
decision-making process for group problems, that support for increased 
user involvement at the group meeting level to generate ideas and 
suggestions concerning control functions would achieve desired advances 
in service effectiveness. This recommendation would not call for a 
radical change in managers' operating style, since they already 
advocate this level of participation for their staff, but only for 
managers' inclusion of users at this level of involvement in 
controlling the processing of requests for services. 
Implications for Further Research 
As in all non-experimental, localized research studies, the 
implications for further study are considerable. Additional areas 
needing research development include the following: 
1. An extension of the present study to either a larger regional or 
nationwide survey and the inclusion of a more complete set ot 
service units and institutional types. To accomplish .this a m 
survey would most likely be necessary and should include 
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iterations: one to determine the fit of the subject service units 
with the definition delineated for the study and a second to 
survey for results. 
2. An extension of the present study to include a questionnaire for 
the service units’ external managers to whom the units report, as 
well as the units’ internal managers. External managers' 
responses could. provide descriptions of the behavioral 
environments, including possible constraints, under which the 
internal managers may be required to operate and would provide 
add itional information when analyzing the latters’ perceptions 
relative to the situations under study. This extension may 
require a commitment to the study by higher management in the 
service units' hierarchies. 
3. Analysis under controlled experimental conditions of staff 
performance and service effectiveness caused by variations in 
staff and user participation, respectively, in the control system 
activities. Experimental conditions would require, for 
comparitive analysis, 
a. standardized measures of performance and service 
effectiveness applicable either across all service units studied 
or within selected service unit types and 
b. an evaluation of individual subjects' degree of previous 
exposure to different levels of participation in similar control 
activities. 
4. Further studies regarding the application of the management 
control system model. For example, comparisons of the perceived 
importance of the model's activities by participants and their 
views as to the levels at which these activities are currently 
being applied in the operation of each service unit. While the 
current study did not seek to improve the operation of the 
service units, the findings have provided a useful basis for 
better understanding their management control systems. The 
sugggcsted comparisons would provide additional needed 
information for determining recommendations for operational 
improvements of the service units. 
5. Further development of the conceptual model, including 
activity-to-activity information flows which are essential to the 
functioning of the control system in service units. The 
conceptual model used in this study was derived from a particular 
root definition, see Chapter I, which expresses the purposes of 
the management control function in regard to what must be done, 
that is a minimum necessary set of activities, rather than how it 
is or could be done. Wilson (1979) stipulates that, "The 
information input to an activity can be determined only by first 
determining the decision processes contained within that activity 
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boundary and then by examining the information needs of each 
ecis ion process." Therefore, recommended steps needed to 
develop a view of the information flows are: 
a. Collection of a portfolio of possible input disturbances 
and the particular activities perturbed by each input, 
b. Determination of the decision process necessary to 
respond to each possible input and hence activity outputs and 
c« Definitions of the information flows required to support 
the activities making up the total model of the management 
control system through the decision processes. 
6. Follow-up studies of the statistically significant relationships 
between the demographic, contextual, effect-of-participation and 
service unit variables, reported in this study. 
Conelusion 
Support services or service units have become a major component of 
our academic institutions. However, with this status has come 
criticism resulting in constraints on their operation, problems with 
allocating resources and a questioning of their value to the 
institution. These criticisms are manifest in various ways, but mainly 
in a context of the units being viewed as secondary in importance to 
the institutions' programs of instruction, research and public service 
and a sense that the services provided and overall performance of the 
units do not fit well with the expectations of the academic community. 
It is perceived inconsequence of the service units' value to the 
institution that is most condemning. Whereas their processes are often 
seen as constraining, harassing and bureaucratic, there is at the same 
time a call for a greater variety and magnitude of services and the 
institution is expected to function smoothly. With a desire to arrest 
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criticism while simultaneously addressing the continual pressure for 
larger quantities, better quality and increased timeliness of services, 
the service units will need, among other things, to improve their 
performance, service effectiveness and control of their allocated 
resources, particularly during these difficult times of declining 
student enrollment and with the restructuring of funding sources in the 
federal, state and private sectors. Where a systemized control of 
resources seems less formative, the improvement of performance and 
service effectiveness appears to rely on humanistic changes in 
operating style of all those associated with the operations of the 
service units, including managers, staff and the users of the services. 
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TABLE 66 
RELATIONSHIP OF VARIABLES TO SURVEY DESIGN 
Questions on Each 
Survey Instrument 
Manager's 
Staff's 
User' s 
Service Unit 
Variables 
(Demographic variables - service unit) 
1) Primary Support service(s) provided 1 
2) Ancillary services provided 2 
3) Users of primary support service(s) 3 
4) Number and categories of employees assigned 
to the unit 4 
5) Number of employees funded from unit's budget 5 
6) Organizational reporting hierarchy 6 
(Longitudinal variables - service unit) 
7) Number of years the unit has been in existence 7 
8) Changes in the primary support service(s) 
provided 8, 9 
9) Changes in the delivery method(s) of the 
primary service(s) 
o
 
rH
 
•k
 
00
 
10) Changes in the internal management 11 
11) Changes in the organizational reporting line(s] 12, 13 
14, 15 
12) Changes in the unit's physical location 16, 17 
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TABLE 66 (continued) 
Questions on Each 
Survey Instrument 
Manager's 
Staff's 
User's 
Service Unit's 
Variables 
(Demographic variables - respondent) 
13) Number of years employed in higher education 1 1 1 
14) Position title 2 2 2b 
15) Primary status and department (users only) 2a 
16) Number of years assigned to department 3 3 3 
17) Formal education 4 4 4 
18) Age 5 5 5 
19) Sex 6 6 6 
(Contextual variables - respondent) 
20) Perception of importance placed on the 
activities identified by the management 
control system model 7 7 7 
21) Additional activities identified with this 
type of control system and their perceived 
importance 8 8 8 
22) Perception of current role (level of 
participation) in the activities identified 
by the model 9 9 
23) Perception of role advocated by the manager 
for staff and users in the activities 
identified by the model 9 10 10 
24) Evaluation of the current level of service 
provided by the service unit 12 12 12 
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TABLE 66 (continued) 
Variables 
(Effect of participation variables-respondent) 
25) Anticipated measure of change in staff 
performance of job-related tasks with an 
expanded (diminished) level of participation 
by staff in control system activities 
26) Anticipated measure of change in service 
effectiveness with an expanded (diminished) 
level of participation by users in control 
system activities 
Questions on Each 
Survey Instrument 
Manager's 
10 
11 
User's 
Service Unit' s 
11 
11 
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INITIAL RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
For Managers 
1) What do managers perceive as ongoing activities of the 
management control function in a service unit? 
2) What participation levels do managers advocate for staff and 
users' involvement in each of these activities? 
3) To what degree do managers consider scheduling, resource 
allocation, process monitoring and performance evaluation as 
activities of the management control function in a service 
unit? 
4) What participation levels do managers advocate for staff and 
users' involvement in each of these activities? 
For Staff . 
1) What do staff perceive as ongoing activities of the 
management control function in a service unit? 
2) What participation level do staff perceive as their current 
involvement in each of these activities? 
3) Where staff perceive constraints on their participation in 
each activity, to what extent are the constraints viewed as 
self-imposed and to what extent set by others? 
4) At what participation level do staff perceive their current 
involvement in scheduling, resource allocation, process 
monitoring and performance evaluation activities of the 
management control function model? 
5) Where staff perceive constraints on their participation in 
each activity of the model, to what extent are the 
constraints viewed as self-imposed and to what extent set by 
others? 
6) What measure of change in performance of job-related tasks do 
staff perceive with expansion (diminution) of their 
participation level in each activity of the management 
control function model? 
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For Users 
1) What do users perceive as ongoing activities of the 
management control function in a service unit? 
2) What participation level do users perceive as their current 
involvement in each of these activities? 
3) Where users perceive constraints on their participation in 
each activity, to what extent are the constraints viewed as 
self-imposed and to what extent set by others? 
4) At what participation level do users perceive their current 
involvement in scheduling, resource allocation, process 
monitoring and performance evaluation activities of the 
management control function model? 
5) Where users perceive constraints on their participation in 
each activity of the model, to what extent are the 
constraints viewed as self-imposed and to what extent set 
by others? 
6) What measure of change in service effectiveness do users 
perceive with expansion (diminution) of their participation 
level in each activity of the management control function 
model? 
INITIAL SERVICE UNIT 
DEMOGRAPHIC AND LONGITUDINAL 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
339 
INTERNAL MANAGER 
Demographic and Longitudinal Information 
Spaces outlined by dashs for use when multiple answers apply. 
Demographic Information - Questions 1 through 6. 
1) What are the primary support service(s) offered by this unit? 
a) _ 
’o)_._ 
c)_^  
2) Are there other ancillory service(s) offered by this unit? 
a)  
b)  
c)  
3) Who sure the direct users of the primary support service(s) offered? 
(If more than one catagority applies, give approximate percentage 
for each group.) 
Faculty _[ , Students _( SS) , Administrators _' , 
Professional and 
Classified Staff _{ %), Others _[ %)specify:_ 
4) How many employees are functionally assigned to this service unit? 
a) Mangers _ 
b) Staff involved in providing the support services _ 
c) Unit's support staff _ 
d) Others - 
5) How many employees are funded from the unit's budget? _____ 
S) In the organizational hierarchy, who is the immediate 
external manager to whom this unit reports? 
(If more than one, designate function each is responible for.) 
Position Title Name Function 
b) _ _ _ 
Continued on the next page. 
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Longitudinal Information - Questions 7 through 17. 
7) ’•'/hen did this service unit come into existance? 
In the last 
_____ 0 to 5 years 
_ 6 to 10 years 
___ 11 to 20 years 
_____ over 20 years 
3) Has the primary support services offered by this unit 
changed substantially in the last 5 years? 
Yes Ho 
a) type of services offered _ 
b) method of service delivery _____ 
If answer to 8a) is yes continue, otherwise skip question 9. 
9) Has the number of different support services the unit is 
responible for: 
___ increased 
_____ decreased 
Explain briefly as possible the changes in type of services offered. 
If answer to 3b) is yes continue, otherwise skip question 10. 
10) Were the changes in the delivery method(s) of the primary 
support services due to: 
(Check all that apply.) 
_ technological advances 
__ changes in human activities 
_ organizational changes 
_ budgetary restrictions 
_ other, specify: 
Explain briefly as possible the changes in delivery method 
of services offered. 
Continued on the next page. 
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11) Has the Individual rilling the top internal manager position 
in this unit changed in the last 5 years? 
(If so designate year(s) when change occurred.) 
_(1982) _(1981) _(1980) _(1979) _(1978) 
12) Has the individual filling the immediate external manager position, 
to whom the unit reports, changed in the last 5 years? 
(If so designate year(s) when change occurred.) 
_(1982) _(1981) _(1980) _(1979) _(1978) 
13) Has this unit's organizational reporting line changed from one 
area to another area, e.g., academic affairs to student affairs, 
in the last 5 years? 
Yes No 
If answer to 13) 13 no go to question .15. 
14) Indicate year of change in reporting line and areas. 
_year from area to area_ 
15) As manager of this service unit, what in your view -was the 
reason for the change in reporting line? 
(Check all that apply.) 
_ to better facilitate service to primary users 
_ to extend availablity of service to more users 
_ to better facilitate technological advances 
_ to better facilitate human activities 
_ to make reporting lines clearer 
_ for budgetary reasons 
as part of a general institutional reorganization 
_ other, specify: ____ 
16) Has the physical location of this service unit changed in the 
last 5 years? 
_Yes _no 
If answer to 16) is no^, skip question 17. 
Continued on the next page. 
17) As manager of this service unit, what in your view was the 
reason for the change in physical location? 
(Check all that apply.) 
_ better access to unit by users 
_ space: more _ less _ 
__ technological changes 
___ better working facilities for staff 
_ organizational changes 
_ other, specify:  
THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN THIS STUDY. 
Comments: 
INITIAL 
MANAGER QUESTIONNAIRE 
MANAGER QUESTIONAIRE 
'WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE FOLLOWING DEFINITION OF A 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM, ANSWER QUESTIONS 1 AND 2. 
A human activity oriented system which initiates 
the process of converting requests for services 
and makes possible the delivery of an output to 
meet the needs of the user. 
1) In your position as manager of a service unit, what ongoing 
activities do you consider integral components of a 
Management Control System? 
a) ___ 
c) 
d) _ 
2) As manager, what participation levels do you generally advocate 
for staff and user involvement in each activity listed above? 
(Place an X in each column indicating the level advocated.) 
STAFF USERS 
(a) 
Activ 
(b) 
i ties 
(c) (d) 
Participation Levels 
Of Involvement (a) 
Activ 
(b) 
ities 
(c) (d) 
little or no 
some (but limited) 
modicum 
considerable 
maximal 
DEFINITIONS 
STAFF: all members of a service unit who are functionally 
assigned to the unit on a 70% or greater bases, 
excluding managers. 
USERS: members of the institutional community who have 
more than an occassional or peripheral dependence 
on the units' services. 
Continued on the next page. 
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WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE FOLLOWING MORE DETAILED DEFINITION 
OF A MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM. ANSWER QUESTIONS 3 AND 4. 
A human activity control (sym: direction) oriented system 
— which initiates, through resource deployment, the 
process of converting requests for services and 
- makes possible, through the medium of controls (sym: 
measurements and information), the delivery of an output 
which effectively meet the needs of the user. 
3) As manager, to what degree do you consider each of the following 
activities integral components of a Management Control System? 
Scheduling: including prioritizing requests for service, 
(SCH.) estimating necessary effort and setting schedules. 
( )Strongly ( )Agree ( )Undecided ( )Disagree ( )Strongly 
agree disagree 
Resource : determination of and selection from alternative sets 
Allocation of feasible schedule-human resource schemes. 
( )Strongly ( )Agree ( )Undecided ( )Disagree ( )Strongly 
agree disagree 
Process : periodic monitoring of effort expended and process toward 
Monitoring completion of request using schedule control points. 
' w ( )Strongly ( )Agree ( )Undecided ( )Disagree ( )Strongly 
agree disagree 
Performance:periodic, longitudinal and terminal evaluation of effort 
Evaluation expended, schedules and effectiveness of output services. 
( )Strongly ( )Agree ( )Undecided ( )Disagree ( )Strongly 
agree disagree 
4) As manager, what participation levels do you generally advocate 
for 3taff and user involvement in each of the above activities? 
(Place an X in each column indicating the level advocated.) 
STAFF 
Activities Participation Levels 
SCH. R.A. P.M. P.E. 
Of Involvement SCH. R.A. P.M. P.E. 
little or no 
some (but limited) 
modicum 
considerable 
maximal 
USERS 
Activities 
Continued on the next page. 
Yes, I would like a copy of findings from the study 
THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN THIS STUDY. 
Comments 
INITIAL 
STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 
STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 
PLEASE SUPPLY THE FOLLOWING DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION. 
1) Number of years employed In institutions of higher education? 
_ less than one 
_ 1-3 
_ 4-6 
_ 7-9 
_ over 9 
2) Present position title? _ 
3) Number of years assigned to this department? 
__ less than one 
_ 1-3 
_ 4-6 
_ 7-9 
____ over 9 
4) Formal education? (Check only the highest year or degree.) 
Prof., Bus., Graduate School 
High Sch. or Voc. Sch. College Masters Doctorate 
1234 123 1234 + 
5) Age 
_ under 30 
_ 30 - 39 
_ 40 - 49 
_ 50 - 59 
_ over 59 
S) Sex 
_ female 
male 
Continued on the next page 
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WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE FOLLOWING DEFINITION OF A_ 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM. ANSWER QUESTIONS 7. 8 AND 9. 
A human activity oriented system which initiates the 
process of converting requests for services and makes 
possible the delivery of an output to meet the needs 
of the user. 
7) As a staff member in a service unit, what ongoing activities do you 
consider integral components of a Management Control System? 
a) _ 
b)  
c)  
d)  
8) In your present position, at what participation level are you 
currently involved in each activity listed above? 
(Place an X in each column indicating your level of involvement.) 
(a) 
Activ 
(b) 
Ltles 
(c) (d) 
Participation Levels 
Of Involvement 
little or no 
some (but limited) 
modicum 
considerable 
maximal 
9) Where you have indicated, in question 2, less than maximal Involvement 
in each activity, to what extent are constraints on your involvement 
self imposed (your desire) and to what extent set by others? 
( Indicate approximate percentage, total for each activity should 
equal 100%.) 
Activities 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
Constraints 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self inposed 
Set by others 
1 0%l 20% 40% 60% 30% 100%l 
Continued on the next page. 
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TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE ANSWER QUESTIONS 10 THROUGH 13 
CONCERNING YOUR INVOLVEMENT IN THE ACTIVITIES LISTED BELOW. 
Scheduling 
(SCH.) 
including prioritizing requests for service, 
estimating necessary effort and setting schedules. 
Resource : determination of and selection from alternative sets 
Allocation of feasible schedule-human resource schemes. 
(R.A.) 
Process 
Monitoring 
(P.M.) 
periodic monitoring of effort expended and process 
toward completion of request using schule control 
points. 
Performance: periodic, longitudinal and terminal evaluation of 
Evaluation effort expended, schedules and effectiveness of 
(P.E.) output services. 
10) In your present position, at what participation level are you 
currently involved in each of these activities? 
(Place an X in each column indicating your level of involvement.) 
SCH. 
Activj 
R.A. 
Lties 
P.M. P.E. 
Participation Levels 
Of Involvement 
little or no 
some (but limited) 
modicum 
considerable 
maximal 
Where performance is defined as your sense of accomplishment 
of job* related tasks resulting from the application of 
mental as well as manual effort; 
11) What measure of change in your performance would you anticipate 
with an expanded level of participation in each of these activities? 
Conversely, what measure of change would you anticipate with a 
diminished level of participation? 
(Place an X in each column indicating a measure of change.) 
SCH. 
Exps 
3artic 
R.A. 
mded 
:ipatd 
P.M. 
.on 
P .£. 
Measure Of Change 
In 
Performance 
Pa: 
SCH. 
)imind 
'ticij 
R.A. 
.shed 
jatior 
P.M. P.E. 
greatly increased 
moderatly increased 
slightly increased 
no change 
slightly decreased 
moderately decreased 
greatly decreased 
Continued on the next case. 
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12) Where you have indicated,in question 10, less than maximal 
Involvement in each activity, to what extent are constraints 
on your involvement self imposed (your desire) and to what 
extent 3et by others? 
(Indicate approximate percentage, total for each activitv should 
equal 100%.) ---4- 
Activities 
Scheduling 
Resource 
Allocation 
Process 
Monitoring 
Performance 
Evaluation 
Constraints 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self Imposed 
Set by others 
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 
13) Where you have expressed, in question 12, constraints set by 
others, indicate source of these constraints. 
(Check all that apply.) 
Scheduling 
Resource 
Allocation 
Process 
Monitoring 
Performance 
Evaluation 
Source Of Constraints - Not Self Imposed 
Service Unit 
Activities Staff 1 Mangers Users Others (Specify) 
14) Yes, I would like a copy of findings from the study. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN THIS STUDY. 
Comments: 
INITIAL 
USER QUESTIONNAIRE 
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USER QUESTIONNAIRE 
PLEASE SUPPLY THE FOLLOWING DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION. 
1) Number of years employed in institutions of higher education? 
___ less than one (or none for students) 
_ 1-3 
_ 4-6 
_ 7-9 
_ over 9 
2) Your primary statis at this school? (Check only one in a).) 
a) _ student 
___ faculty 
_ classified, professional b) Position title _ 
or administrative staff c) Department  
3) Number of years assigned to this department? (If a student omit.) 
___ less than one 
_ 1-3 
_ 4-6 
_ 7-9 
_ over 9 
4) Formal education? (Check only the highest year or degree.) 
High Sch. 
Prof., 3us., 
or Voc. Sch. College 
Graduate School 
Masters Doctorate 
12 3 4 12 3 1 2 3 4 + 
5) Age 
_ under 30 
_ 30 - 39 
_ 40 - 49 
_ 50 - 59 
_ over 59 
6) Sex 
female 
male 
Continued on the next page. 
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WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE FOLLOWING DEFINITION OF A_ 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM. ANSWER QUESTIONS 7. 8. AND 9. 
A human activity oriented system which initiates the~ 
process of converting requests for services and makes 
possible the delivery of an output to meet the needs 
of the user. 
7) As a user of output from a service unit, what ongoing activities do 
you consider integral components of a Management Control System? 
a) ___ 
b)  
c)  
d)  
3) As a user with more than an occassional or peripheral dependence 
on output from-this service unit, at what participation level are 
you currently involved in each activity listed above? 
(Place an X in each column indicating your level of involvement.) 
(a) 
Activ 
(b) 
lties 
(c) (d) 
Participation Levels 
Of Involvement 
little or no 
some (but limited) 
modicum 
considerable 
maximal 
9) Where you have indicated, in question 2, less than maximal involvement 
in each activity, to what extent are constraints on your involvement 
self imposed (your desire) and to what extent set by others? 
( Indicate approximate percentage, total for each activity should 
equal 100%.) 
Activities 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
Constraints 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
°CA 20°A 40%l 60% 80%l 100% 
Continued on the next page. 
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— - COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE AlfSWZR QUESTIONS 10 THROUGH 13 
^OLCZRNIIIG YOUR INVOLVEMENT IN THE ACTIVITIES LISTED SELQU 
?S5d?llnS 1 includinS prioritizing requests for service, 
V5CH.; estimating necessary effort and setting schedules. 
Resource 
Allocation 
(R.A.) 
deteraiination of and selection from alternative sets 
of .easible schedule—human resource schemes. 
Process 
Monitoring 
(P.M.) 
periodic monitoring of effort expended and process 
toward completion of request using schedule control 
points. 
Performance: periodic, longitudinal and terminal evaluation of 
Evaluation effort expended, schedules and effectiveness of 
(?•£.) output services. 
10) As a user of this service unit, at what participation level are 
you currently involved in each of these activities? 
(Place an X in each column indicating your level of involvement.) 
J 
SCH. 
Vctivj 
R.A. 
Lties 
P.M. P.E. 
Participation Levels 
Of Involvement 
little or no 
some (but limited) 
• modicum 
considerable 
naLximal 
11) What measure of change in service effectiveness would you anticipate 
with an expanded level of participation by users in each activity? 
Conversely, what measure of change 'would you anticipate with a 
diminished level of participation? 
(Place an X in each column indicating a measure of change.) 
I 
SCH. 
Expa 
’antic 
R.A. 
nded 
:ipatd 
P.M. 
.on 
P.E. 
Measure Of Change 
In 
Service Effectiveness 
Pa 
SCH. 
Dimin. 
rtici 
R.A. 
Lshed 
aatio 
P.M. 
n 
P.E. 
greatly increased 
moderatly increased 
slightly increased 
no change 
slightly decreased 
moderatlv decreased 
greatly decreased 
Continued on the next page. 
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12) Where you have indicated, in question 10, less than maximal 
involvement in each activity, to what extent are constraints on 
your involvement 3elf imposed (your desire) and to what extent 
set by others? 
(Indicate approximate percentage, total for each activity should 
equal 100%;) - 
Activities 
Scheduling 
Resource 
Allocation 
Process 
Monitoring 
Performance 
Evaluation 
Constraints 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self Imposed 
Set by others 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
Self imposed 
Set by others 
1 0% 20%l 40%l 60% 80*1 100%l 
13) Where you have expressed, in question 12, constraints set 
by others, indicate source of these constraints. 
(Check all that apply.) 
Activities 
Scheduling 
Resource 
Allocation 
Process 
Monitoring 
Performance 
Evaluation 
14) _ Yes, I would like a copy of findings from the study. 
THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN THIS STUDY^ 
Comments: 
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JURY PANEL_PARTICIPANTS 
The jury panel was composed of participants who have either 
performed prior research in the field covered by the study or are 
authorities in the operations and management of service units in an 
academic environment. 
Dr. Lyman W. Porter: Dean, 
Graduate School of Administration 
University of California 
Dr. Shepard Braun: Director, 
Office of Institutional Research 
University of Calgary 
Mr. Charles R. Thomas: Executive Director, 
CAUSE 
Boulder, Colorado 
Mr. Bard F. White: Director, 
Three College Computer Center 
Amherst College 
Ms. Linda Terry: Associate Director, 
Mental Health Counseling Center 
Springfield College 
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SAMPLE JURY PANEL COVER LETTER 
Dr. Shepard Braun 
Director, Office of Institutional Research 
University of Calgary 
Alberta, Canada 
Dear Dr. Braun: 
While reviewing the literature for my dissertation, I had occasion to 
read your paper presented at the 1981 conference of the American 
Institute for Decision Sciences entitled "Assessing the Performance of 
Support Services in an Academic Environment." My dissertation overlaps 
some of your efforts to an extent as I plan to collect demographic data 
on service units and investigate their service effectiveness. 
My dissertation committee and I agree that it would be wise to have the 
questionnaire designed for the study reviewed by prior researchers and 
other authorities in this field. Since you are very familiar with this 
type of research, I thought you might be willing to review the 
questionnaire and make suggestions for its improvement. 
You will find the questionnaire enclosed and a brief overview of the 
study, including a model of the management control system central to 
this investigation. 
In closing, I would like to take this opportunity to thank you in 
advance for your assistance and if you desire I will forward results of 
the research effort when they are available. 
Sincerely, 
H. Oldham Brooks 
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OVERVIEW OF THE STITHY 
For this study a service unit in an academic environment is 
defined as an organized staff assembled for the purpose of providing 
facilitating service(s) in support of one or more of the institutions' 
instructional, research, public service, administrative functions 
and/or the individual needs of students, faculty or staff. Brian 
Wilson's (1979) definition of a management control system is central to 
this study and is stated as follows: 
A management control system is a human activity system, and 
continuously learns and evolves. It can be analyzed and 
°designed' in terms of sets of ongoing activities and the 
structured way in which those activities are related both 
to each other and to the enduring purpose of the control 
system. 
The elements of a management control system are a set of 
roles and, although what, each role-holder is responsible 
for can be predetermined, how that responsibility is 
executed cannot be predetermined. 
The purpose of this study is to provide insight into the 
management control function of organizational service units and 
investigate what effect participation in the control function 
activities by staff has on their performance of job-related tasks and 
what impact participation by users has on service effectiveness. 
Specifically, the study is designed to: 
a) identify perceptions of the management control 
function activities from two vantage points, one 
unrestrained and the other a controlled vantage point 
defined by a model of the activities. 
identify constraints on participation in the b) 
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management control function activities from both the 
perspective of these set by authority and those 
self-imposed. 
c) identify the measure of job performance attributed to 
6taff participation in the activities of the 
management control function. 
d) identify the measure of service effectiveness 
attributed to user participation in the activities of 
the management control function. 
Perceptions will be garnered via the survey instrument from managers 
and staff of service units and users who have more than an occasional 
or peripheral dependence on the service units' output. 
The study utilizes two conceptual models. The first describes 
this researcher's view of a management control system and was developed 
using a system methodology by P. B. Checkland (1979). The second is a 
theoretical model of performance-satisfaction theory and the 
intervening variables involved in this relationship by Lyman Porter and 
Edward Lawler (1968). Each of the models is discussed here briefly for 
the edification of reviewers. 
The root definition used in the development of the management 
control system model is more than a statement of system objectives and 
incorporates the point of view that makes the purpose and performance 
of the system meaningful. 
Root Definition: A control oriented system which depends on 
the involvement of managers, staff and users in initiating, 
through resource deployment, the process of converting 
requests for services from the institutional community and 
making possible, through the medium of controls, the 
delivery of an output which effectively meets the needs of 
the users, while operating under reasonable constraints and 
within the limits of available resources. 
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The more behaviorally-oriented definitions of control and controls, 
i.e., control synonymous with direction and controls with measurements 
and information, are employed in the model. Figure 1, next page, 
offers a graphic representation of the Management Control system model 
and Figure 2 is an expanded detailed level of the control function 
activities. 
The Porter and Lawler theoretical performance model is shown in 
Figure 3. As the authors of this model note in their book, Managerial 
Attitudes and Performance. "One feature of this model is that it leads 
to some clearly testable hypotheses. However, from our point of view, 
its most important feature is that it provides a way of thinking about 
the relationship among a large number of variables that have not 
previously been combined in a meaningful manner." Part of the study by 
these authors included the impact of role perceptions on effort leading 
to performance by managers. It is the extension of their work to 
investigate the impact of role perceptions by staff and users that is 
central to this research. 
The nature of the research suggests a combination of description 
and correlational research design to describe and interpret conditions 
that presently exist, determine whether and to what degree 
relationships exist between two or more variables and to test the 
following two null hypotheses. 
364 
FIGURE Is A Graphic Representation of the Service Unit and its 
Management Control System 
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The perceptions of staff indicate no anticipated 
increase in their performance of job related tasks 
with an expanded involvement in each activity of the 
management control function model. Conversely, there 
is no anticipated decrease in their performance with 
diminished involvement in each activity. 
The perceptions of users indicate no anticipated 
increase in service effectiveness with an expanded 
involvement by users in each activity of the management 
control function model. Conversely, there is no 
anticipated decrease in service effectiveness with a 
diminished involvement in each activity. 
Brian Wilson, "The Design and Improvement of Management Control 
Systems," Journal of Applied System Analysis. 1979, 6, p.52. 
Lyman W. Porter and Edward E. Lawler, Managerial Attitudes 
and Performance (Homewood, IL: Irwin, 1968). 
P. B. Checkland, "Building Conceptual Models," Journal of 
Applied System Analysis . 1979, 6, pp. 41-49. 
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Survey Instrument Description 
A Survey instrument was designed that consists of four segments: 
1. Managers questionnaire—four multi-answer questions 
2. Staff questionnaire—six demographic and seven multi-answer 
quest ions 
3. Users questionnaire—six demographic and seven multi-answer 
quest ions 
4. Internal Managers Questionnaire—six demographic and eleven 
longitudinal questions concerning the service unit 
The managers', staff's and users' questionnaire will be administered in 
person by this researcher, while the internal manager's questionnaire 
can be completed at the manager's convenience. 
Questions 1 and 2 in the manager questionnaire and 7, 8, and 9 in 
the staff and users' questionnaires are intended to gather individual 
perceptions of control function activities and constraints on 
participation in these activities from an unrestrained vantage point. 
The results may vary over a spectrum which allows analysis to include 
only the development of a taxonomy of perceptions and correlation of 
the elements in the taxonomy with the variable characteristics of the 
service units (both demographic and longitudinal) and demographic 
variables of staff and users. 
The remainder of the questions 3 and 4 in the manager 
questionnaire and 10, 11, 12, and 13 in the staff and user 
questionnaires, is from the controlled vantage point of the Management 
Control System model. The intention here is to determine whether and 
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to what degree relationships exist between two or more variables (not 
listed in the overview for brevity) and to test the null hypotheses. 
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JURY PANEL REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS 
The attached questionnaire will be administered in approximately 
fifteen service units at the Amherst campus of the University of 
Massachusetts. The manager responsible for the direction of each unit, 
130 randomly selected staff and an equal number of users will be given 
the survey. 
The survey instrument consists of four segments: 
1. Manager questionnaire has six demographic and five multi-answer 
questions. 
2. Staff questionnaire has six demographic and five multi-answer 
quest ions. 
3. User questionnaire has six demographic and five multi-answer 
questions. 
4. Manager questionnaire has six demographic and eleven longitudinal 
questions concerning the service unit. 
Please review the survey instrument for logic and internal 
consistency. Feel free to write any comments on the survey 
itself. Then. please answer the following questions. 
1) Is the definition of a management control system. 
Question 7 in the manager, staff and user questionnaire, 
clear and concise enough for its use in the survey? 
Yes No 
If the answer is no, do you have any recommendations for 
how it should be changed? 
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2) Do the expanded definitions of participation levels 
Question 9 in the manager, staff and user questionnaire, 
provide a satisfactory framework in which to describe 
the range and increments of staff and user roles in the 
control activities? 
Yes No 
Comments: 
3) Do you consider Question 9 in the manager questionnaire 
to be worded in such a way so as to avoid sounding 
judgmental when followed by Questions 10 and 11? 
Yes No 
Comments: 
4) Staff and users are asked, in Question 11 of their 
questionnaires, to anticipate changes in job performance 
and service effectiveness, if they were to experience an 
expanded/diminished role in the control activities. The 
results will have to be viewed in terms of the 
respondents' extrapolations from their current role 
status, since there is no attempt to evaluate previous 
exposure to different levels of involvement. 
In your opinion, will this place serious limitations on 
the validity of the data collected? 
Yes No 
372 
Comments: 
I sincerely thank you for your time and effort! 
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SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
Dear Service Unit Director: 
A study of management control systems used by service units in an 
academic environment is presently being conducted. Examples of 
activities usually associated with this type of control system 
include scheduling, resource allocation and performance evaluation. 
The purpose of this study is to provide insight and understanding of 
these control systems as they currently exist. More specifically, 
the study is designed to 1) identify and evaluate the importance of 
different control activities, 2) determine what managers advocate for 
staff and user roles in these activities, 3) what effect participation 
by staff has on their performance of job-related tasks and, 4) what 
impact participation by users has on service effectiveness. 
As part of this larger study I am conducting a survey of managers,staff 
and users of service units at the University of Massachusetts. The 
questionnaire by todays' standards is quite short, consisting of only 
six demographic and six perceptual questions, and should take 
approximately ten minutes to complete. All responses will be pooled 
and will remain totally anonymous. 
Your participation and the participation of a small sample of your units' 
staff and users would be invaluable to the study and those benefiting 
from the findings. It is anticipated that the information gathered by 
this questionnaire will be useful to those individuals responsible for the 
direction of organizational service units. Therefore, a final report of 
the study will be made available to those participating in this 
Investigation. 
Should your response to this request for participation in this study be 
positive, I would like to make an appointment with you to discuss any 
necessary details and arrange a convenient schedule for conducting the 
survey. 
I take this opportunity to thank you in advance for your consideration of 
this matter. 
Sincerely, 
X. 
H. Oldham Brooks 
Graduate Studies 
School of Education 
COVER INTRODUCTION 
TO SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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A SURVEY OF PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM OF SERVICE UNITS 
IN AN ACADEMIC ENVIRONMENT 
This survey is part of a wider study to provide insight into 
the management control system in organizational service units. The 
questionnaire contains a definition of a management control system.and 
is designed to gather perceptions on the subject by managers, staff and 
users of service units. 
I realize how busy you are, but would appreciate your input on 
the subject by completing the attached document, which by today's 
standards is a short questionnaire (11 items). Please feel free to add 
any comments concerning individual questions or the questionnaire as a 
whole in the space provided at the end of the document. All responses 
will be pooled and will remain totally anonymous. Findings from this 
study will be made available upon request by checking the last item on 
the questionnaire and sending a separate pre-addressed postcard to me 
with your name and address. 
I take this opportunity to thank you in advance for your 
assistance in this study. 
Sincerely, 
H. Oldham Brooks 
SURVEY INSTRUMENTS 
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SERVICE UNIT 
DENOGRAPHIC AND LONGITUDINAL 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
379 
380 
MANAGERS QUESTIONNAIRE 
Demographic and Longitudinal Information 
Spaces outlined by dashes for use when multiple answers apply. 
Demographic Information - Questions 1 through 6. 
1) What are the primary support service(s) offered by this unit? 
a) ___ 
b) .. 
c)  
2) Are there other ancillary service(s) offered by this unit? 
a) ___ 
b)  
c)  
3) Who are the direct users of the-primary support service(s) offered? 
(If more than one category applies, give approximate percentages for 
each group.) 
Faculty _(_X), Students _(_X), Administrators _(_X), 
Professional and 
Classified Staff _(_X), Others _(_X)Specify:_ 
4) How many employees are functionally assigned to this service unit? 
a) Managers _ 
b) Staff involved in providing the support services _ 
c) Unit's support staff _ 
d) Others - 
5) How many employees are funded from the unit's budget? _ 
6) In the organizational hierarchy, who is the immediate external 
manager to whom this unit reports? . 
(If more than one, designate function each is responsible for.) 
Position Title Function 
a) ----- 
b) __ 
c) ___ 
Longitudinal Information - Questions 7 through 17. 
7) When did this service unit come into existence? 
In the last: 0 to 5 years 
_ 6-10 years 
_ 11 - 20 years 
_ over 20 years 
8) Have the primary support services offered by this unit changed 
substantially in the last 5 years? 
Yes No 
a) type of services offered _ _ 
b) method of service delivery _ 
If answer to (8a) is yes, continue, otherwise skip question 9. 
9) Has the number of different support services the unit is 
responsible for: 
_ increased 
_ decreased 
Explain as briefly as possible the changes in type of services 
offered. 
If answer to (8b) is yes, continue, otherwise skip question 10. 
10) Were the changes in the delivery method(s) of the primary support 
services due to: 
(Check all that apply.) 
_ technological advances 
_ changes in human activities 
_ organizational changes 
_ budgetary restrictions 
_ other, specify:__ 
Explain as briefly as possible the changes in delivery method of 
services offered. 
Has the individual filling the top internal manager 
position in this unit changed in the last 5 years? 
(If so designate year(s) when change occurred) 
_(1982) _(1981) _ (1980) _(1979) _(1978) 
Has the individual filling the immediate external manager 
position, to whom the unit reports, changed in the last 5 years? 
(If so designate year(s) when change occurred) 
_(1982) _(1981) _(1980) _(1979) _(1978) 
Has this unit's organizational reporting line changed from one 
area to another area, e.g., academic affairs to student affairs, 
in the last 5 years? 
_ Yes _ No 
If answer to (13) is no, go to question 16. 
Indicate year of change in reporting line and areas. 
_year from area_ to area_ 
As manager of this service unit, what in your view was the reason 
for the change in reporting line? 
(Check all that apply) 
_ to better facilitate service to primary users 
_ to extend availability of service to more users 
_ to better facilitate technological advances 
_ to better facilitate human activities 
_ to make reporting lines clearer 
_ for budgetary reasons 
_ as part of a general institutional reorganization 
_other, specify:___- 
Has the physical location of this service unit changed in the last 
5 years? 
Yes _No 
If answer to 0.6) is no, skip question 17. 
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17) As manager of this service unit, what in your view was the reason 
for the change in physical location? 
(Check all that apply) 
_ better access to unit by users 
_space: more_ less _ 
_ technological changes 
_ better working facilities for staff 
_ organizational changes 
_ other, specify: _ 
THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN THIS STUDY. 
MANAGERS QUESTIONNAIRE 
MANAGERS QUESTIONNAIRE 
PLEASE SUPPLY THE FOLLOWING DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION. 
1) Number of years employed in institutions of higher education? 
_less than one 
_ 1 - 3 
_4 - 6 
_ 7 - 9 
_ over 9 
2) Present position title? _ 
3) Number of years assigned to this department? 
_ less than one 
_ 1 - 3 
_4-6 
_ 7 - 9 
over 9 
4) Formal education? (Check only the highest year or degree) 
High Sch. Prof., 8us., 
or Voc.Sch. 
College Graduate School 
Masters Doctorate 
5) 
12 3 4 
Age 
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 + 
under 30 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
over 59 
6) Sex 
female male 
If your service unit processes different types of small similar requests or 
service, please consider the processing of each type on a project basis in 
answering the remainder of this questionnaire. , 
Ex: Student requests for grade transcripts in the Registrars Office would 
be considered as one project. 
WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE FOLLOWING DEFINITION OF A 
manksehemt control system."Answer questions i throush n. 
A Management Control System is a human activity system 
which initiates and directs the process of converting 
requests for service into a delivered service which 
meets the needs of the user. 
Below is a list of activities that have been agreed upon as 
frequent components of a Management Control System. As 
manager, rank each activity as you value its importance in 
the operation of your service unit. 
(Ranking scale: 1 - very important, 2 - important, 
3 - some (but limited) importance, 
4 - little or no importance, 5 - undecided) 
document requests for service 
perform feasibility studies when needed 
determine estimates of effort to complete requests 
prioritize requests 
project future availability of resources (human and machine) 
match and assign projected available resources to pending 
requests 
_ maintain a master schedule 
_ recycle unassigned requests for possible adjustment to 
content, estimates of effort and prioritizing 
_ monitor periodically the process toward completion of requests 
_ evaluate the performance on completed requests and the 
resulting service effectiveness 
_ evaluate periodically the: 
a) value of resources (human and machine) 
b) accuracy of estimating effort 
c) accuracy of scheduling 
List any activities, missing in question 7, which you consider 
components of a Management Control System. Using the same scale, 
rank their importance in the operation of your service unit. 
Use the back of this sheet, if additional space is needed. 
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THE ACTIVITIES YOU HAVE RANKED IN QUESTION 7 
WWr'BEEN CLUSTERED INTO FOUR GENERAL AKETCT 
Scheduling : including performing feasibility studies, prioritizing 
(SCH.) requests and estimating effort. 
Resource 
Allocation : including both projecting availability of resources and 
(R.A.) assigning these resources to pending requests. 
Process 
Monitoring : monitoring progress toward completion of requests. 
(P.M.) 
Performance including the evaluation of performance on completed 
Evaluation : requests, service effectiveness, the value of resources, 
(P.E.) accuracy of estimating effort and scheduling 
Participation Levels : Role of the staff/user in these activities is: 
little or none : negligible. 
some (but . to provide specific information requested by the 
limited) * manager. 
moderate 
considerable 
vast 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning the 
activity (usually individual with the manager), 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning the 
activity (usually in group meetings), 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning the 
activity in group meetings, attempting to reach 
agreement (Consensus). 
9) As manager, knowing your unit and the way it currently works, what 
participation levels do you generally advocate for staff and user 
roles in each of the above activities? 
(Place an X in each column indicating a level of participation) 
SCH. 
STAF 
Activi 
R.A. 
F 
ties 
P.M. P.E. 
Participation Levels 
SCH. 
USER 
Activi 
R.A. 
S 
ties 
P.M. P.E. 
little or none 
some (but limited) 
moderate 
considerable 
vast 
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pihere staff performance is defined as their 
accomplishment of job-related tasks resulting from 
|the application of mental as well as manual effort ■I y 
What measure of change in staff performance would you anticipate 
with an expanded level of staff participation In each activity? 
Conversely, what measure of change would you anticipate with a 
diminished level of participation? 
(Place an~X in each column indicating a measure of change.) 
Pa 
SCH. 
Expan 
rticip 
R.A. 
ded 
at ion 
P.M. P.E. 
Measure of Change 
In Staff 
Performance 
Pa 
SCH. 
Dimin 
rticip 
R.A. 
ished 
at ion 
P.M. P.E. 
greatly increased 
moderately increased 
slightly increased 
no change 
slightly decreased 
moderately decreased 
greatly decreased 
11) What measure of change in service effectiveness would you anticipate 
with ao expanded level of user participation in each activity? 
Conversely, what measure of change would you anticipate with a 
diminished level of participation. 
(Place ari~~X in each column indicating a measure of change.) 
P 
SCH. 
Expan 
artici 
R.A. 
ded 
pation 
P.M. P.E. 
Measure of Change 
In 
Service Effectiveness 
0 
Par 
SCH. 
iminis 
ticipa 
R.A. 
hed 
tion 
P.M. P.E. 
greatly increased 
moderately increased 
slightly increased 
no change 
slightly decreased 
moderately decreased 
greatly decreased 
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When effectiveness of service is measured in terms 
of the characteristic elements listed below; 
Timeliness: response time, turnaround, schedule performance 
Quality : accuracy, clarity, acceptability, usefulness 
Quantity : amount, volume, magnitude 
12) As manager, how do you rate the service currently 
provided by your unit? 
(Circle a value in each row indicating a characteristic 
HIGH LOW 
LEVEL LEVEL 
TIMELINESS 1 2 3 4 5 
QUALITY 1 2 3 4 5 
QUANTITY 1 2 3 4 5 
13) _ Yes, I would like a copy of the findings from this study. 
THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN THIS STUDY. 
Comments: 
STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 
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STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 
PLEASE SUPPLY THE FOLLOWING DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION. 
1) Number of years employed in institutions of higher education? 
_ less than one 
_ 1 - 3 
_4 - 6 
_ 7 - 9 
_ over 9 
2) Present position title? __ 
3) Number of years assigned to this department? 
_ less than one 
_ 1 - 3 
_ 4 - 6 
_ 7 - 9 
_ over 9 
4) Formal education? (Check only the highest year or degree) 
High Sch. Prof.,Bus., College Graduate School 
or Voc.Sch. Masters Doctorate 
1234 123 1 2 3 4 + 
5) Age 
_ under 30 
_ 30 - 39 
_ 40 - 49 
_ 50 - 59 
_ over 59 
6) Sex 
_ female _ male 
If your service unit processes different types of small similar requests for 
service, please consider the processing of each type on a project basis in 
answering the remainder of this questionnaire. 
Ex: Student requests for grade transcripts in the Registrars' Office would 
be considered as one project. 
WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE FOLLOWING DEFINITION OF A 
MANflmNT CONTROL SYSTEM, ANSWER QUESTIONS 7 THROUGH 11. 
A Management Control System is a human activity systan 
which initiates and directs the process of converting 
requests for service into a delivered service which 
meets the needs of the user. 
Below is a list of activities that have been agreed upon as 
frequent components of a Management Control System. As a staff 
member of a service unit, rank each activity as you value its 
importance In the operation of your service unit. 
(Ranking scale: 1 - very important, 2 - important, 
3 - some (but limited) importance, 
4 - little or no importance, 5 - undecided) 
_ document requests for service 
_ perform feasibility studies when needed 
_ determine estimates of effort to complete requests 
_ prioritize requests 
_ project future availability of resources (human and machine) 
_match and assign projected available resources to pending 
requests 
_ maintain a master schedule 
recycle unassigned requests for possible adjustment to 
content, estimates of effort and prioritizing 
_monitor periodically the process toward completion of requests 
evaluate the performance on completed requests and the 
resulting service effectiveness 
evaluate periodically the: 
a) value of resources (human and machine) 
b) accuracy of estimating effort 
c) accuracy of scheduling 
List any activities, missing in question 7, which you consider 
components of a Management Control System. Using the same scale, 
rank their importance in the operation of your service unit. 
Use the back of this sheet, if additional space is needed. 
THE ACTIVITIES YOU HAVE RANKED IN QUESTION 7 
HAVE BEEN CLUSTERED IWTO FOUR GENERAL AREAST 
Scheduling : including performing feasibility studies, prioritizing 
(SCH.)' requests and estimating effort. 
Resource 
Allocation : including both projecting availability of resources and 
(R.A.) assigning these resources to pending requests. 
Process 
Monitoring : monitoring progress toward completion of requests. 
(P.M.) 
Performance including the evaluation of performance on completed 
Evaluation : requests, service effectiveness, the value of resources, 
(P.E.) accuracy of estimating effort and scheduling. 
Participation Levels : Role of the Staff in these activities is: 
little or none : negligible. 
some (but 
1imited) 
moderate 
considerable 
vast 
to provide specific information requested by the 
manager, 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning the 
activity (usually individually with the manager). 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning the 
activity (usually in group meetings), 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning* the 
activity in group meetings, attempting to reach 
agreement (Consensus). 
9) As a staff member, what participation level best describes 
your current role in each of the above activities? 
(Place an X in each column indicating a level of participation) 
SCH. 
Activi 
R.A. 
ties 
P.M. P.E. 
Participation Levels 
little or none 
some (but limited) 
moderate 
considerable 
vast 
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10) From your point of view, what participation level does the manager 
of this service unit advocate for the role of staff in each activity? 
(Place an X in each column indicating the level advocated.) 
SCH. 
Actlvi 
R.A. 
ties 
P.M. P.E. 
Participation Levels 
little or none 
some (but limited) 
moderate 
considerable 
vast 
rwiiere performance is defined as your accomplishment of ”1 
job-related tasks resulting from the application of mental | as well as manual effort; 
11) What measure of change in your performance would you anticipate with 
an expanded level of participation in each activity? Conversely, 
what measure of change would you anticipate with a diminished level 
of participation? 
(Place an X in each column indicating a measure of change.) 
Pa 
SCH. 
Expand 
rticlp 
R.A. 
ed 
ation 
P.M. P.E. 
Mearsure of Change 
In Your 
Performance 
0 
Pa 
SCH. 
iminis 
rticip 
R.A. 
hed 
ation 
P.M. P.E. 
greatly increased 
moderately increased 
slightly increased 
no change 
slightly decreased 
moderately decreased 
greatly decreased 
When effectiveness of service is measured in terms 
of the characteristic elements listed below; 
Timeliness: response time, turnaround, schedule performance 
Quality : accuracy, clarity, acceptability, usefulness 
Quantity : amount, volume, magnitude 
As a staff member, how do you rate the service currently 
provided by your unit? 
(Circle a value in each row indicating a characteristic level) 
HIGH LOW 
LEVEL LEVEL 
TIMELINESS 1 2 3 4 5 
QUALITY 1 2 3 4 5 
QUANTITY I 2 3 4 5 
_ Yes, I would like a copy of the findings from this study. 
THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN THIS STUDY. 
Comments: 
USERS QUESTIONNAIRE 
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1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
USERS QUESTIONNAIRE 
PLEASE SUPPLY THE FOLLOWING DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION. 
Number of years employed in Institutions of higher education? 
_ less than one 
(or none for students) 
1 - 3 
4 - 6 
7 - 9 
over 9 
Your primary status at this school? (Check only one in a) 
a) student 
faculty 
classified, professional, 
or administrative staff b) Position title 
c) Department 
Number of years assigned to this department? (If a student, omit] 
_ less than one 
_ 1 - 3 _7 - 9 
_4-6 _over 9 
Formal education? (Check only the highest year or degree) 
High Sch. Prof.,Bus., 
or Voc.Sch. 
College Graduate School 
Masters Doctorate 
5) 
6) 
12 3 4 
Age 
_ under 30 
_ 30 - 39 
40 - 49 
Sex 
female 
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 + 
50 - 59 
over 59 
male 
If this service unit processes different types of small similar requests for 
service, please consider the processing of each type on a project basis in 
answering the remainder of this questionnaire. 
Ex: Student requests for grade transcripts in the Registrar's Office 
would be considered as one project. 
WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE FOLLOWING DEFINITION OF A 
MANKBEMbM CONIHOL SYSTEM. ANSUER QUESTIONS 7 THROUGH 11. 
A Management Control System is a human activity systen 
which initiates and directs the process of converting 
requests for service into a delivered service which 
meets the needs of the user. 
Below is a list of activities that have been agreed upon as 
frequent components of a Management Control System. In your role 
as a user of services, rank each activity as you value its 
importance in the operation of this service unit. 
(Ranking scale : 1 - very important, 2 - important, 
3 - some (but limited) importance, 
4 - little or no importance, 5 - undecided) 
document requests for service 
perform feasibility studies when needed 
determine estimates of effort to complete requests 
prioritize requests 
project future availability of resources (human and machine) 
match and assign projected available resources to pending 
requests 
maintain a master schedule 
recycle unassigned requests for possible adjustment to 
content, estimates of effort and prioritizing 
_monitor periodically the process toward completion of requests 
_ evaluate the performance on completed requests and the 
resulting service effectiveness 
_ evaluate periodically the: 
a) value of resources (human and machine) 
b) accuracy of estimating effort 
c) accuracy of scheduling 
List any activities, missing in question 7, which you consider 
components of a Management Control System. Using the same scale, 
rank their importance in the operation of your service unit. 
Use the back of this sheet, if additional space is needed. 
Scheduling 
(SCH.) 
THE ACTIVITIES YOU 
Ml BEEN CLUSTERED 
HAVE RANKED IN QUESTION 7 
TM10 FOUR 5LNERAL AREAS 7 
including performing feasibility studies, prioritizing 
requests and estimating effort. 
Resource 
Allocation 
(R.A.) 
Process 
Monitoring 
(P.M.) 
including both projecting availability of resources and 
assigning these resources to pending requests. 
monitoring progress toward completion of requests. 
Performance . including the evaluation of performance on completed 
Evaluation requests, service effectiveness, the value of resources, 
(P-E-) accuracy of estimating effort and scheduling. 
Participation Levels : Role of the User in these activities is: 
little or none : negligible. 
some (but 
limited) 
to provide specific information requested by the 
manager. 
moderate 
considerable 
vast 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning the 
activity (usually individually with the manager), 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning the 
activity (usually in group meetings). 
to generate ideas and suggestions concerning the 
activity in group meetings, attempting to reach 
agreement (Consensus) 
9) As a user, what participation level best describes your current role 
in each of the above activities with this service unit? 
(Place an X in each column indicating a level of participation) 
SCH. 
Activi 
R.A. 
ties 
P.M. P.E. 
Participation Levels 
little or none 
some (but limited) 
moderate 
considerable 
vast 
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10) From your point of view, what participation level does the manager 
of this service unit advocate for the role of the ucer in 
activity? 
(Place an X in each column indicating the level advocated.) 
/I 
SCH. 
ctlvit 
R.A. 
ies 
P.M. P.E. 
Participation Levels 
little or none 
- 
some (but limited) 
moderate 
considerable 
vast 
11) What measure of change in service effectiveness would you anticipate 
with an expanded level of participation by users in each activity? 
Conversely, what measure of change would you anticipate with a 
diminished level of participation? 
(Place an X in each column indicating a measure of change.) 
Pa 
SCH. 
Expand 
rticip 
R.A. 
ed 
ation 
P.M. P.E. 
Measure of Change 
In 
Service Effectiveness 
0 
Pa 
SCH. 
iminis 
rticip 
R.A. 
hed 
ation 
P.M. P.E. 
greatly increased 
moderately ^creased 
slightly increased 
no change 
slightly decreased 
moderately decreased 
greatly decreased 
When effectiveness of service is measured In terms 
of the characteristic elements listed below; 
Timeliness: response time, turnaround, schedule performance 
Quality : accuracy, clarity, acceptability, usefulness 
Quantity : amount, volume, magnitude 
As a user, how do you rate the service currently 
provided by this service unit? 
(Circle a value in each row indicating a characteristic level) 
HIGH LOW 
LEVEL LEVEL 
TIMELINESS 1 2 3 4 5 
QUALITY 1 2 3 4 5 
QUANTITY 1 2 3 4 5 
_ Yes, I would like a copy of the findings from this study 
THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN THIS STUDY, 
Comments: 
APPENDIX E 
POPULATION OF SERVICE UNITS FROM WHICH 
STUDY SAMPLE WAS SELECTED 
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TABLE 67 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS SERVICE UNITS 
LOCATED ON THE AMHERST CAMPUS1 2 
2 Number3 
Service Units of Staff 
Office of Planning and Budget 16 
. 4 Office of Public Affairs 35 
Ombud sman 6 
Alumni Relations 17 
Administrative Data Processing 80 
Continuing Education Administrative Services 65 
Academic Computing Center 47 
Library (Public or Technical Services)* 46 
1 Data was obtained from the 1982 Staffing Report (PER3002) which is 
on file at the main library in room 106 Goodall Building. 
2 These units satisfy the definition of service units delineated in 
the study, see Chapter I. 
3 The total number of staff, excluding part time student employees. 
The Office of Public Affairs includes Community Relations, News 
Bureau, Photographic section, Creative Services, and Productlonal an 
Design Services. 
* Where there is more than one unit offering identical or similar 
services, only one unit is listed and the total number of employees 
designated is an average of the similar units. 
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TABLE 67 (Continued) 
Number 
Service Units of Staff 
Library Audio Visual Department 12 
Graduate Admissions and Registration 10 
Financial Aid Office 33 
Counseling and Career Development 10 
Undergraduate Registrar 24 
Undergraduate Admissions and Transfer Affairs 24 
Placement Services ^ 
Veterans' Assistance and Counseling Services 2 
Child Care Center ^ 
Student Affairs 41 
Student Affairs Research and Evaluation 9 
Public Safety 
44 
Housing Services 
30 
Housing Residential Life * 
„ c 41 Summer Conferences 
, „ 11 
Everywoman s Center 
Health Center Service Units * 
,. , TT * 10 
Health Center Medical Units 
34 
Accounting Office 
Bursar 
20 
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TABLE 67 (Continued) 
Number 
Service Units of Staff 
Personnel/Payroll 41 
Procurement, Property and Inventory Control 13 
Mail Services 12 
Duplicating and Copy Centers 12 
Transit Operations (Bus Systems) 5 
Surface Parking 13 
Office of Grants and Contracts 12 
University Store or Textbook or Tradebook * 9 
Campus Center Service Departments * 13 
Hotel Accommodations or Conference Services * 10 
Campus Center Service Departments * 13 
Dining Common Units * 50 
Physical Plant Shops 10 
Physical Plant Design Units * 
4 
Physical Plant Utilities Units* 
10 
Physical Plant Custodial and Ground Units * 
50 
Controller's Office 
11 
6 
Scheduling Office 
5 
Library Computing Center 
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TABLE 68 
BENTLEY COLLEGE SERVICE UNITS 
LOCATED ON THE WALTHAM, MASSACHUSETTS CAMPUS1 2 
Service Units 
Academic Administrative Services 
Academic Computer User Services 
Admissions 
Bookstore 
Campus Police 
Career Planning and Placement 
Computer Center 
Counseling and Student Development 
Financial Aid 
Food Service and Pub 
Health Services 
Library Services 
Media Services 
1 Number of employees was not of public record. 
2 These units satisfy the definition of service units delineated in 
the study, see Chapter I. 
TABLE 68 (Continued) 
Service Units 
Personnel/Payroll 
Physical Plant 
Print Shop and Copy Service 
Purchasing and Receiving 
Registrar's Office 
Residence Life 
Student Activities 
APPENDIX F 
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TABLE 69 
RESPONSES TO QUESTION 9 
(Written response to changes in type of service provided) 
Service Units Response 
Computing Center-Academic: Increasingly varied use of comput¬ 
ers in the university. 
Computing Center-Administrative: More user friendly support and 
software. 
Computing Center-Library: Split library collection required 
new systems and programs. 
Computer User Services: More educational emphasis. Sheer 
increase in staff enables more 
faculty/student support. 
Food Services: Expanded purchasing to another unit 
was central point for access 
control system. 
Grants and Contracts: Increased responsibilities, from a 
"passive" sponsored activities 
organization to an "active" one (6 
on a scale of 1 to 10 of activity). 
Library Reference Service: A computer-based literature search 
service added. 
Library Technical Services: Increase in processing activity 
through use of automation. 
Substantial increase in gifts 
program. 
Media Services: 
Greater sophistication of equipment 
and production services. Film 
rental service added plus expanded 
software collection. 
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TABLE 69 (Continued) 
Service Units Response 
Physical Plant (B): Design and specification system. 
Contract preparation. 
Registrar's Office-Graduate: Through increased computer hardware 
and software, services have 
expanded and improved. 
Student Activities: New service sub-units have been 
created. Number of unit staff 
have increased. 
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TABLE 70 
RESPONSES TO QUESTION 10 
(Written response to changes in delivery method of primary services) 
Service Units Response 
Computing Center-Academic: Addition of word processing and 
image analysis. Changes must keep 
up with faculty and student needs. 
Computer Center-Library: More user oriented services. 
Computing User Services: Impact of microcomputers plus 
expanded use of computers in 
non-computer disciplines. 
Controller's Office: New computer systems. Reassignment 
of functional activities. 
Food Services: Computerization of purchasing, 
budgeting and other manual systems. 
Grants and Contracts Increased responsibilities from a 
"passive" sponsored activities 
organization to an "active" one. 
Library Reference Services: Provide computer printer 
bibliographies on research topics, 
for a fee, rather than providing 
guidance to the user in finding 
his/her own reference manual. 
Library Technician Services: Application of automation. 
Media Services: Emphasis on systems approach. 
Decentralization of equipment 
storage. Greater staff participa¬ 
tion in decision-making process. 
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TABLE 70 (Continued) 
Service Units Response 
Physical Plant (A): Quicker response. 
Reduce responsibility. 
Physical Plant (B): Expanded external contract 
services. 
Registrar's Office Undergrad (A): More powerful computer software, 
move to data base managed system by 
user. 
Student Activities: Organizational changes within the 
university system has been most 
dramatic, creating political 
infighting over authority and 
control between student leadership 
and administration. 
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TABLE 71 
RESPONSES TO QUESTION 17 
(Responses in 'OTHER' format) 
Service Units Response 
Computing Center-Library: Safety precautions due to 
structural problems with 
occupied building. 
Grants and Contracts: Prior space needed by expanding 
academic unit (higher priority). 
Library Reference: Emergency move, because of 
perceived danger in building 
previously occupied as main 
facility. 
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TABLE 72 
MANAGERS RESPONSES, 
ADDITIONAL COMPONENTS OF MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEMS 
Value of ^ 
Importance Responses 
1 Obtaining quantitative or qualitative 
feedback from community. 
1 Critical Path System would be rated a 
one. 
1 Request is consistent with overall 
management goals. 
1 Evaluate impact on other related systems. 
1 Change control [within a system] with 
man aging control. 
1 Staff capability - training, job 
assignment. 
1 Evaluate human performance. 
2 Establish parameter of control (human). 
2 Periodically advise requester of status. 
2 Evaluations of uncompleted requests. 
The discussion and planning to determine 
priority resources (man-power finances), 
grouping and scheduling possibilities to 
maximize use of available or potential 
resources. 
1 Value of importance in the operation of your service unit, on a 
scale of 1 - very important to 4 - little or no importance. 
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TABLE 73 
STAFF RESPONSES, 
ADDITIONAL COMPONENTS OF MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEMS 
Value of ^ 
Importance Responses 
1 Communication with user - reporting 
progress. 
1 Constant contact with user making a 
request. 
1 Maintain communication with users, 
and potential users, in regard to 
the expansion and/or limitations of 
service offered. 
1 Communicate changes and/or new 
procedures and policies regarding 
services. 
1 Maintain communication with staff 
and students in the department. 
1 Coordinate requests for service with 
other organizations, as needed. 
1 Set up schedule for user which 
indicates sequence for requests to 
achieve desired results. 
1 Organize schedule to match updated 
priorities. 
1 Updating and re-evaluating 
priorities. 
1 Value of importance in the operation of your service unit, on a 
scale of 1 - very important, to 4 - little or no importance. 
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TABLE 73 (Continued) 
Value of 
Importance Response 
1 Along with prioritizing request, 
remain flexible. 
1 Establishing mission/goals to 
provide context for above (model 
described in Question 7). 
1 Quality of results of completions 
of projects (accuracy, stylistic 
presentation). 
1 Motivating staff. 
1 Evaluate user understanding of 
requested service. 
1 Produce timely, accurate and 
relevant information. 
1 Process requests in a friendly yet 
efficient manner. 
1 Know when to say NO and how to say 
it. 
1 Accuracy. 
1 Attention to detail. 
1 Attitude. 
1 
Do not spend "too much time" and 
effort monitoring progress or things 
will not get accomplished if staff 
or rules are too rigid. 
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TABLE 73 (Continued) 
Value of 
Importance Response 
1 Interpretation of data and ? 
there for. 
2 Evaluate and adjust, if necessary, 
to analyze necessity of requested 
service. 
2 Modifications allowed to original 
service requests before completion. 
2 Analyze reasons for estimate 
variance. 
2 Plans for loss of personnel, project 
priority shifts. 
2 System interaction and 
standardization planning. 
2 Housekeeping (keeping files 
current). 
4 "Public Relations” dealing with the 
computer using community's problems. 
- Evaluate interpersonal skills among 
staff. 
- Should this project be done? 
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TABLE 74 
USERS RESPONSES, 
ADDITIONAL COMPONENTS OF MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEMS 
Value of ^ 
Importance Responses 
1 Be accessible and communicate with the user. 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Feedback to user. 
Maintain useful contacts with users (before 
something goes wrong!!!). 
Maintaining appropriate relationships. 
Public relation contact with your user. 
Unequivocally communicate to machine's 
operational staff user needs when quality of 
a delivered service or product deteriorates 
because of problems with the machine or 
operational staff not under control of the 
service unit. 
Feedback on service status. 
Provide user with expected time of service 
completion. 
Notify user when request will be completed. 
Seek Customer evaluation. 
Provide items of information (e.g., 
documents in timely, appropriate fashion). 
1 Value of importance in the operation of your service unit, on a 
scale of 1 - very important to 4 - little or no importance. 
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TABLE 74 (Continued) 
Value of 
Importance Responses 
1 Ability to provide documentation to users 
concerning their systems. 
1 Prior notice on unscheduled services. 
1 Provide state-of-the-art information to 
users. 
1 Ease of service access. 
1 Customer service (not all users have 
experience or sophistication to deal with 
data processing and rely on special 
service). 
1 Identify needs of others (actively seek). 
1 Research to determine scope of problems and 
resolution. 
1 Resource bank on issues and policies. 
1 Cost analysis of the components of requested 
service. 
1 Understanding the purposes of the 
university, and that it is these purposes 
that are to be served, not the unit's 
internal areas.?????? 
1 Identify target groups by characteristics 
and access information on said target 
groups. 
1 Be supportive of staff-mutual support. 
1 Insure that people feel they are learning 
and growing. 
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TABLE 74 (Continued) 
Value of 
Importance Responses 
1 Develop a system to cover your needs and 
follow as closely as possible. 
1 Completing requests. 
1 Getting the job done, i.e., doing the work. 
1 Availability of stockroom items. 
2 Information on available services. 
2 Consult with user as project develops. 
2 Recruiting new personnel. 
2 Training new personnel. 
3 Means of obtaining services. 
Attitudinal dynamics between user and 
service provider. 
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TABLE 75 
SOLICITED COMMENTS - THOSE CONCERNING THE SERVICE UNITS 
Respondent Comments 
M 
M 
M 
S 
Various techniques to elicit real participation 
in overall unit goal setting and unit task 
accomplishment have been tried. Some staff 
actively participated; however, most staff, 
particularly long term employees are hard to 
motivate and change. The long term employees 
are content to maintain and innovation has 
been a real problem. The managers" role has 
been frustrating, yet on overall balance, it has 
been an interesting innovation experience. 
My responses would be of a different nature if 
the staff was considerable larger. A very 
small staff has by nature many limitations but 
also provides a great deal of flexibility and 
control. 
Very interesting - computerization of our 
activities would help our department to manage 
more efficiently and effectively both on short 
term and long term planning. 
Performance evaluation — it is important to 
note that when possible an employee should be 
able to evaluate his/her processes and then be 
able to change those processes in order to 
improve performance. Evaluation is not useful 
if the employee cannot realize what he/she 
needs - has to be taken seriously. 
1 Respondent indicates: M-Manager, S-Staff, and U-User. 
428 
TABLE 75 (Continued) 
Respondent Comments 
S Some of the answers given may be further 
clarified by explaining that our department is 
currently running at maximum levels. Continued 
demands for service have caused us to propose 
additional staff, space and equipment. 
U The service provided in my capacity relates to 
ensuring for the user of my service that the 
services of the institution as a whole is 
adequate. Issues or criteria relating to 
inter-office cooperation, shared resource needs 
also may be important factors in assessing how 
well a complex management system functions. 
U It may be observed that the greatest service 
gains, i.e., productivity gains will be 
realized through more effective motivation, 
through positive employee management. 
U Computing Center User Services unit is 
difficult to evaluate currently because it is 
not in steady state. It has gone through 
tremendous personnel and management changes 
in the last year. Also the computer hardware 
has changed. 
U Computing Center Operates with real limitations 
in terms of personnel and resources ... more 
than can be expected for any growing, 
responsive service unit. They do extremely 
well with what they have! 
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TABLE 75 (Continued) 
Respondent Comments 
U The Student Government/Student Activities 
system is unique and thus may be difficult to 
analysis strictly as a "management control 
system. Perceptions of its effectiveness and 
usefulness are bound to be dramatically 
different for the "management" and the "user," 
since these roles are somewhat interchangable. 
U The Reference Department and especially the 
Government Documents division have been 
especially helpful to me. Usually I deal with 
certain individuals in the Reference Department 
to obtain information, and have had excellent 
service. Other individuals in the Reference 
Department have done their best, but their 
skills are not as good. But, overall, I have 
been highly satisfied with this service, even 
though I have no formal input in the activity 
of this division. 
U I have confidence in the skills levels 
available but have grave concerns re: 
resources allocation and responses to paying 
customers who provide trust funds rather than 
state operations which do not make "contact for 
service" agreements. 
U My dealings with Media Services have been only 
with the film section - not with any of the 
other services offered. 
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TABLE 76 
SOLICITED COMMENTS - THOSE CONCERNING SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 
Question Respondent* Comments 
5 S 
7 (item 2) S 
7 (item 3) M 
9 M 
10 S 
10 U 
11 S 
11(b) U 
11 S 
? (respondent did not want to give age.) 
Perform feasibility when needed, if 
needed would be important. 
Prioritize request (if required). 
Build in constraints by upper management 
- not always able to operate the way we 
would like. 
Any - according to ability. 
Wording change from "advocate for 
the role of the user ..." to "advocate 
for your role ..." 
No idea what you're talking about. 
There is little user participation in 
these areas, so decreasing user 
participation would actually have 
little or no effect on current 
situation. 
#11 somewhat confusing. I can see where 
it is difficult to put these in a clear 
form and think this is well done. 
Instructions to do first, quick 
impressions are helpful — I wonder if^ 
they match (are consistent) as I didn't 
go back and check. Good Luck. 
Respondent indicates: M - Managers 1 , S = Staff, and U - Users 
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TABLE 76 (Continued) 
Question Respondent Comments 
11 S Of professional staff; not clerical. 
11 S Cannot be diminished participation as 
there is no participation now. 
11 U Diminished participation not possible. 
11 u Diminished participation - does not 
apply. 
9-10-11 s Should specify the department as a whole 
or project that is being worked upon. 
9-10-11 s Our service is broken down into three 
distinct areas. I, more or less, have 
complete control over the daily func¬ 
tioning of my area. Therefore, it was 
very difficult to answer questions 
9-11 not knowing whether to answer in 
terms of the department as a whole or 
just my area of the department. I 
decided to answer in terms of my 
specific area. 
12 s Question 12 is difficult to assign one 
characteristic element to; because, 
within our service area 3 different 
services are provided (film rental and 
coordinator), (production), (classroom 
equipment delivery). My answer for quest 
12 is based on an average of the three ar 
12 u Categories somewhat vague as applied to 
Student Activities. 
12 u Can answer only by each shop not P. 
Plant as a whole - service is too 
inconsistent to generalize. 
13 u You're welcome. 
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TABLE 77 
SOLICITED COMMENTS - THOSE CONCERNING THE SURVEY IN GENERAL 
Respondent Comments 
S Would be interested in any findings that might 
relate to the subject of Quality Control* 
S Your questions are so generalized to encompass 
all types of units that you probably lost a lot 
of people in terminology and jargon. Not all 
management employees have a background in this 
jargon!!! 
U Interesting! 
U Good luck! 
1 Respondent indicates: M = Managers, S = Staff, and U - Users. 
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Arguments—for participation_in joint decision-making and how much 
P--r-ticipati°n—ig__desired by subordinates. Many of the initial studies 
of participation by subordinates or workers in joint decision-making 
involved the methods by which work processing changes were instituted 
and the effect on production. "Group decision-making is a 
minimal-threat technique," maintains Golembrewski (1962) in his anlysis 
of the effect of productivity of group decision-making versus 
management exhortative techniques in reorganization of a Patent 
Office. That is: 
It (group decision-making) thus tends to reduce the 
defensive efforts of employees to encourage the development 
of group norms at a higher level than before (the 
reorganization). Less threatened because it is their own 
decision, in short, group members can safely give more of 
themselves, (p. 169) 
Industrial democracy advocates contend that "with most of life's 
institutions operating in a democratic manner, the institution of work 
should also be democratic" (Herzberg, 1974, p. 104). 
Tannenbaum (1966) extends the idea of participation being a less 
threatening technique of decision making. He claims that 
"Participation is one approach to the problems created by authority in 
organizations" (p. 98). Furthermore, he contends that an 
organization's hierarchy creates "sharp differences in the satisfaction 
and adjustment of persons at different ranks" and that "participation 
reduces some of the frustrations attached to positions of lower rank." 
It does this by increasing the authority and status of 
these positions, by broadening the activities of these 
positions, and by leading to decisions that seem less 
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arbitrary and disadvantageous. It adds some of the 
qualities of the managerial role to nonmanagerial jobs. 
Participation, to some degree, brings workers into 
management, (p. 99) 
In regard to decisions being less arbitrary and disadvantageous, 
Koontz, et al. (1980) declare there is "no doubt that most people in 
the center of an operation have knowledge both of problems and 
solutions to them" (p. 648). In an analysis of Vroom's research, 
Lawler (1976) points out that "some of the positive effects of 
participation on productivity may be due to its effect on decision 
quality." That is, "with participation not only are people more 
committed to the goals and standards that are set, but they set more 
reasonable and higher quality goals" (pp. 1281-82). 
The strongest argument in the literature supporting the 
participation of subordinates in decision making is their commitment or 
motivation to accomplishing the requirements of jointly made 
decisions. "There can be no doubt," claims Koontz, et al. (1980), 
"that only rarely are people not motivated by being consulted on action 
affecting them—by being in on the act" (p. 648). While being 
consulted is not tantamount to joint decision-making, others argue more 
conclusively. Vroom (1976), as well as others, distinguish quality. 
speed or the amount of time required to make the decision and 
acceptance or commitment on the part of subordinates, as "three classes 
of outcomes which bear on the ultimate effectiveness of decisions 
(p. 1540). If one couples Vroom's "commitment on the part of the 
subordinates" with Hanson's concept of the decision-making process as 
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not only the decision but also the acts necessary to put the decision 
into operation" (1979, p. 6), then the motivation of subordinates in 
implementing the decision becomes a sound argument for their 
participation in (joint) decision-making. In his definition of 
"participative management" Kelly (1974) summarizes the relationship 
between Tannenbaum's earlier quoted statement that participation "adds 
some of the qualities of the managerial role to nonmanagerial jobs" and 
the desirous motivation of subordinates in implementing jointly arrived 
at decisions. 
Management not by a particular technique but by an overall 
attitude which encourages employees to share in the setting 
of goals, making of decisions and solving problems, based 
on the psychological principle that an individual is more 
strongly motivated towards goals which he himself has 
helped to establish than those which are set for him by 
others, (p. 195, emphasis mine) 
Of particular interest in the current investigation, as specified 
by Research Questions 2 and 3 in Chapter I, is not only the level of 
participation advocated for staff and users by managers of service 
units, but also what staff and users perceive as being advocated for 
them and their perceived levels of participation. Similar 
investigations by Likert and Likert (1976) provide an interesting basis 
by which to interpret the latter's perceptions. Using the four forms 
of organization defined by these authors and discussed previously in 
this chapter, that is. Systems 
1. exploitative-authoritative, 
2. benevolent-authoritative. 
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3. consultative and 
4. participative 
they found that whenever persons are asked to describe their 
organization now and then describe what they would like their 
organization to be, "a consistent pattern emerges." 
Irrespective of where people see their organization at 
present, whether System 1, 2, or 3, they invariably would 
like it to be closer to System 4. 
More important to the current study, however, is the fact that: 
Although they want it to be closer to System 4 than at 
present, they usually want it to be only somewhat closer. 
... Persons apparently recognize that they can respond 
effectively to a modest shift and may view it as legitimate 
but do not wish a huge jump. (p. 51) 
These researchers claim that substantial research shows that if a 
moderate shift toward a participative system occurs, "the persons 
affected respond favorably in both attitude and behavior, such as 
performance." 
Arguments against participation in ioint decision-making. 
Numerous authors have raised questions about the practicability and 
problems regarding participation. Tannenbaum (1966) states that, 
"group meetings solve some problems, but they also create new ones. 
He cites G. Strauss in The Social Science of Organizations as 
summarizing a number of illustrations of created problems: 
1) individuals whose opinions have been rejected 
by the group may become alienated from it; 
2) participation may lead to greater cohesion, but 
it may be cohesion against management; 
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3) participation may set up expectations of continued 
participation which management may not be able to 
satisfy; and 
4) participation often takes a great deal of time, 
can be frustrating to those involved, and frequently 
results in watered-down solutions (p. 101) . 
"The seriousness of such problems," Tannenbaum contends, "depends on a 
number of circumstances, including the human-relations skills and 
sophistication of organization leaders." Within the context of the 
contemporary business model, Sibson (1976) maintains that participative 
management's failure is due, "primarily to the fact that it became a 
humanistic device rather than a business practice." In fact, he 
argues: 
participative management becomes a social philosophy, 
preoccupied with enriching employees' work lives and making 
them happy. The results were higher costs and 
counterproductive incentives (p. 132). 
In a somewhat global discussion of employers and labor leaders, 
Tannenbaum claims that, "the logic of participation hinges on the very 
crucial assumption of a substantial commonality of interest between 
employer and employee" (1966, p. 100). London (1976) in drawing a 
distinction between "pseudo-consultation" and "genuine participation 
paraphrases Tannenbaum's claim by stating, "Genuine participation is 
only possible if there is common ground and accepted objectives." As a 
result, reasons London by quoting H. A. Simon: 
The manager can tolerate genuine participation in 
decision-making only when he believes that reasonable men, 
knowing the relevant facts and thinking through the problem 
will reach a decision that is generally consistent with haj. 
goals and interests in the situation. (p. Ill, the second 
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and fourth emphases are mine) 
Expanding on the above described limitation of "genuine participation," 
Rhenman, et al. (1970) provide the basis for possible conflict between 
members participating in joint decision-making due to the lack of 
information and incompatible goals or values. In other words, 
conflicts may arise, "...if participants in joint decision-making have 
different ideas on a matter of fact or on a question of values.,.." In 
defense of these two causes of conflict the authors contend, first 
that: 
The difficulty of keeping organization members 
comprehensively and fully informed is always a serious 
problem. Decision-makers are always incompletely informed 
and unless the lack of information is evenly spread...there 
will always be the risk that members' perceptions of the 
situation will differ and factual conflicts will arise. 
and second that: 
Decision-maker's values are influenced only to a limited 
extent by top management goals. ...(Their) personal goals 
are always at least partly incompatible, (p. 81) 
Thompson provides a dichotomy for and against subordinate participation 
in decision-making in a discussion of the "Overworking of Group 
Processes" when he stipulates: 
Furthermore, the more joint decision is engaged in, the 
more the immediate superior will be called upon to settle 
differences, and hence the greater his influence will be. 
When only single recommendations can reach him, he becomes 
largely a captive of his organization. (1961, p. 501) 
This statement supports Strauss's contention that "participation often 
takes a great deal of time (and) can be frustrating to those involved" 
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and opposes Golembiewski's claim that "group decision-making is a 
minimal-threat technique" particularly when one is cognizant of the 
condition upon which he bases this generalization, that is: 
Group members must make the final decision, and they must 
feel they do. (1962, p. 169) 
Pseudo-participation and the price of genuine participation. 
McGregor in the 1957 conference proceedings of the School of Industrial 
Management at M. I. T. stated: 
Participation becomes a farce when it is applied as a sales 
gimmick or a device for kidding people into thinking they 
are important. Only the management that has confidence in 
human capacities and is itself directed toward 
organizational objectives rather than toward the 
preservation of personal power can grasp the implications 
of this emerging theory. (1964, p. 462) 
Golembiewski claims, furthermore, that "pseudo-participation—the 
attempt to con employees into ratifying a decision which has already 
been made—is not likely to be effective" (1962, p. 169). In 1964 
Argyris claimed that "many managements tend to respond to employees' 
behavior," such as, "... frustration, failure, short-time perspective 
and conflict involved in their work situations ..." by: 
1. Increasing the degree of their pressure-oriented leadership, 
2. Increasing the degree of their use of management controls, and 
3. Increasing the number of "pseudo-participation and communication 
programs, (p. 59) 
A modern version of pseudo—participation, as defined by Golembiewski 
above, is outlined by London (1976) regarding the development of data 
processing systems. The general form is: 
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1. User management and data processing agree (on) 
design for the new system. 
the objectives and 
2. Discussions are then held with users; any suggestion which is 
contrary to the initial design is suppressed, those which agree 
with the initial design are encouraged. 
3. User staff are sold on the system, gently and indirectly, during 
these conversations. 
4. The system is launched as a 'product of joint ideas and 
labours.' (p. 112, emphasis added) 
When staff discover that only lip-service is paid to their views, that 
their suggestions are not sincerely sought or evaluated" continues 
London, "...considerable hostility and rejection are generated ...." 
What then is the cost of genuine participation by subordinates? 
Is the price too severe or grievous for management in comparison to the 
rewards? In a review of studies concerning the 
participation-performance relationship, Kelly (1974) states that, 
"Although managers find that their jobs are tougher...the behavioural 
consequences of successfully applied participative management are 
highly rewarding from both a psychological and financial point of 
view." For example: 
...the quality of decisions is improved and the increased 
motivation of employees is reflected in a better quality 
and higher quantity of production, increased job 
satisfaction, reduced turnover, and greater flexibility in 
responding to change (p. 185). 
He bases the existence of these benefits of participative management on 
the 30 years of independent testing at the Harwood Manufacturing 
Company, which will be discussed subsequently under prior research. In 
considering both the price of genuine participation and the value of 
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lost power, Golembiewski stipulates, "...one has to give to get." 
Real participation cannot be bought cheaply, but requires 
constant cultivation and proof that it really means 
something. This, in case, may deprive management of the 
power over man which management thought it had. (1962. 
p. 170) 
Further, the usefulness of any "participation devices" will be 
determined by "what happens when participation leads to a decision 
which management generally does not favor." Wood (1973) diminishes the 
argument of lost power on the basis of Tannenbaum's research of an 
"influence pie expansion," that is, his invalidation of the concept by 
previous researchers that the total amount of power in an organization 
is a fixed quantity necessitating a give-and-take-process. 
When a leader shares power, his own power may increase 
through his interaction with followers and acceptance of 
their contributions, which build a base for subordinates' 
responsiveness to the leaders' structuring behaviors. 
(p. 282-83) 
Nevertheless, Tannenbaum (1966), who defines authority as "the formal 
right to exercise control" and power "which means the ability or 
capacity to exercise control" (p. 84), did find an exchange between 
authority and control. 
Paradoxically, through participation, management_increase^. 
its control by giving up some of its authority. .. • 
Supervisors no longer transmit communiques and orders 
unilaterally from above; the supervisor becomes somewone to 
work with rather than against, (p. 99) 
"Thu6, with participation, both superiors and subordinates," states 
Lawler (1976), "should feel they have more control" (p. 1280). March 
and Simon's make the point explicit: 
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Participative management can be viewed as a device for 
permitting management to participate more fully in the 
making of decisions as well as a means for expanding the 
influence of lower echelons in the organization. (1958 
p. 54) 
If one accepts Lawler's statement and Kelly's contentions that, even 
though "managers find that their jobs are tougher," the quality of 
decisions is improved, motivation of employees increased and better 
quality and higher quantity of production, then the following question 
is appropriate. "The payoff for adopting participative management 
being so high, what prevents immediate general adoption of the 
system?" (Kelly, 1974, p. 185). 
Manager's Resistance to Participation in Joint Decision-making. 
In a 1966 discussion of "Management's Resistance to Change," Tannenbaum 
claims that, "Workers are by no means the only persons who oppose 
innovation in organizations; anyone is likely to resist a change that 
threatens or seems to threaten the loss of something he values. 
Managers are no exception and they have, in general, looked askance at 
plans to broaden the role of workers in decision making." He further 
specifies a number of reasons "why managers oppose a more participative 
role by workers ... ." 
1. Traditional management theory makes no provision for worker 
responsibility or initiative—let alone control. Managers 
therefore learn ways of managing, which preclude anything but a 
most limited and passive role for workers. 
2. The experience of managers often supports the traditional rather 
than the participative view. ... the traditional management 
approach may result in greater immediate productivity ... 
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3. Managers fear that control by workers leads to chaos. Not 
are employees considered incapable and poorly informed 
important facts of organizational life, but they are 
manifestly opposed to the company and its goals. 
only 
about 
often 
4. Managers prefer personally to be in a position of control and 
t ey are likely to think that control by workers threatens their 
own power—and hence their self-interest (pp. 94-95). 
In 1974, Kelly maintains the continued resistance to participative 
management when he questions, "How can management overcome suspicion 
and distrust by employees and reluctance within its own ranks to 
actually change from an authoritarian to a participative system'* 
(p. 186). "They are afraid of losing authority," states Donnelly 
(1977) in brevity when pinpointing what he considers the kernel of the 
problem for managers caused by subordiante participation (p. 110). 
Raymond Miles provides a distinctly different interpretation of 
managers' resistance (quasi resistance) to participation by 
subordinates in decision-making. "The typical modern manager, on paper 
at least, broadly endorses participation and rejects traditional, 
autocratic concepts of leadership and control as no longer acceptable 
or, perhaps, no longer legitimate." He continues: 
However, while participation has apparently been well 
merchandised and widely purchased, there seems to be a 
great deal of confusion about what has been sold and what 
has been bought. Managers do not appear to have accepted a 
single, logically consistent concept of participation. In 
fact, there is reason to believe that managers have adopted 
two different theories or models of participation—one for 
themselves and one for their subordinates. (1979, p. 291) 
That is, managers, regardless of their organizational level, subscribe 
to two theories of management. One concerns the way they manage 
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subordinates and the other concerns the way they believe they should be 
managed by their superiors. This theory was originally published in a 
1965 issue of the Harvard Business Review. Miles bases his views on a 
study of 215 middle and upper level managers, which was "designed to 
clarify further certain aspects of managers attitudes uncovered by 
research ... at Stanford and ... the University of 
California, Berkeley." This series of studies involved several 
thousand managers. 
In a later publication. Miles (1975), identifies three alternative 
theories of management and the assumption, policies and expectations of 
each. The three theories are identified as the "Traditional model," 
"Human Relations model" and "Human Resource model" (p. 35). While the 
description of the models' attributes are essentially the same for the 
human relations and human resource model in both publications, nuances 
in the earlier (1965) description of policies, termed "kinds and amount 
of participation", see Figure 13, provide a more complete perspective 
for the current study. Miles contends that: 
... the human relations model closely resembles the 
concept of participation which managers appear to accept 
for use with their own subordinates. 
and 
... the human resources model, prescribes the sort of 
participation policies that managers would apparently like 
their superiors to follow (1979, p. 292). 
The important element in the human relations approach is viewed by 
Miles "as the means of building a cooperative and compliant work 
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HUMAN RELATIONS 
KIND AND AMOUNT OF PARTICIPATION 
!• The manager's basic task is to make each worker believe that he 
is a useful and important part of the department "team." 
2. The manager should be willing to explain his decisions and to 
discuss his subordinates' objections to his plans. On routine 
matters, he should encourage his subordinates to participate in 
planning and choosing among alternative solutions to problems. 
3. Within narrow limits, the work group or individual subordinates 
should be allowed to exercise self-direction and self-control in 
carrying out plans. 
HUMAN RESOURCES 
KIND AND AMOUNT OF PARTICIPATION 
1. The manager's basic task is to create an environment in which his 
subordinates can contribute their full range of talents to the 
accomplishment of organizational goals. He must attempt to 
uncover and tap the creative resources of his subordinates. 
2. The manager should allow, and encourage, his subordinates to 
participate not only in routine decisions but in important 
matters as well. In fact, the more important a decision is to 
the manager's department, the greater should be his effort to tap 
the department's resources. 
3. The manager shoudl attempt to continually expand the areas over 
which his subordinates exercise self-direction and self-control 
as they develop and demonstrate greater insight and ability. 
Figure 13 
Two Models of Participative Leadership. 
Miles, 1979, p. 293, reprinted from H. B. R. 1965 
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force." Participation, he claims in this model, "is a lubricant which 
oils away resistance to formal authority. The manager 'buys' 
cooperation by letting his subordinates in on departmental information 
and allowing them to discuss and state their opinions on various 
department problems." The 'price' the manager pays for cooperation is 
the privilege of allowing participation by subordinates in certain 
decisions and their exercising of some self direction. "Implicit in 
this model is the idea that it might actually be easier and more 
efficient if the manager could merely make departmental decisions 
without bothering to involve his subordinates" (1979, p. 294). 
However, from Hanson's previously quoted contention, there are two 
parts to the decision-making process, the decision and the necessary 
activities required to put the decision into operation. This model 
suggests, therefore, "the manager might do better to 'waste time' in 
discussing the problem with his subordinates, and perhaps even to 
accept suggestions that he believes may be less efficient, in order to 
get the decision carried out" (Miles, 1979, p. 294). 
Two points seem clear about managers' views on the use of 
"participative policies and practices" with the subordinates who report 
to them, stipulates Miles: 
1. Managers generally accept and endorse the use of participative 
concepts. 
2. However, they frequently doubt their subordinates capacity for 
self-direction and self-control, and their ability to contribute 
creatively to departmental decision-making. (1979, p. 297) 
In Miles' investigations, managers in every group studies rated their 
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subordinates well below themselves, "particularly on such important 
managerial traits as responsibility, judgement and initiative." 
The human resource approach represents a "dramatic departure from 
traditional concepts of management" states Miles. First, its basic 
assumption "focuses attention on all organization members as reservoirs 
of untapped resources ... including creative ability and the capacity 
for responsible self-direction [and] self-controlled behavior." 
Therefore, the manager's "primary task becomes that of creating an 
environment in which the total resources of his department can be 
utilized." Second, the purpose and goal of participation is to 
"improve the decision-making and total performance efficiency of the 
organization." The model suggests that "many decisions may actually be 
made more efficiently by those directly involved in and affected by the 
decision ... and implies that control is often most efficiently 
exercised by those directly involved in the work process ... ." 
Third, and last, the human resource model implies that the more 
important the decision, the greater is the manager's "obligation to 
encourage ideas and suggestions from his subordinates" and "suggests 
that the area over which subordinates exercise self-direction and 
control should be continually broadened in keeping with their growing 
experience and ability" (1979, p. 295). 
In Mile's investigation of managers' views toward their 
relationship with their own superiors, they: 
. ... tend to see little, if any, difference between their own 
capabilities and those of their superiors. In fact, they tend to 
1 
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rate themselves equal to, if not higher than their superiors on 
such, traits as creativity, ingenuity. flexibility. and 
willingness to change. 
2. When asked to indicate at which levels in their organizations 
they feel each of the participative policies would be most 
appropriate, managers invariably feel most strongly that the full 
range of participative policies should be used by their own 
superiors. (1979, p. 298). 
Therefore, on the one hand, managers appear to endorse 
participation and its positive impact on improvement of organizational 
performance and espouse the human resources model as encompassing the 
participative policies they would prefer their superiors to follow when 
dealing with managers at their own level. While, on the other hand, 
managers subscribe to, apparently, the human relations model in 
relationships with their subordinates. That is, since they endorse 
participation, this causes their rejection of an autocratic model and 
since they maintain doubts about the values and capabilities of those 
reporting to them, this seems to rule out their acceptance of the human 
resources model for use with their subordinates. 
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RUN NAME 
RUN NAME 
FILE NAME 
DATA LIST 
INPUT MEDIUM 
N OF CASES 
MISSING VALUES 
VAR LABELS 
VALUE LABELS 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM - BUILD PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM - BUILD PROGRAM 
MCSINSU 
FIXED /I QUE3TYPE 1, SERVUNIT 2-3, YR3EMHE 4, 
STATIS 5, YRSDEPT 6, EDUC 7-8, AGE 9, SEX 10, 
ACT1 TO ACT11 11-21, PARTI TO PART4 22-25, 
AVSPART1 TO AVSPART4 26-29, AVUPART1 TO AVUPART4 30-33, 
CHPEREX1 TO CHPEREX4 34-37, CHPERD11 TO CHPERDI4 38-4 1, 
CHEFFEX1 TO CHEFFEX4 42-45, CHEFFDI1 TO CHEFFDI4 46-49 
TIMELY 50, QUALITY 51, QUANTITY 52 
CARD 
UNKNOWN 
QUESTYPE TO QUANTITY (BLANK) 
QUESTYPE, QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE/ SERVUNIT, SERVICE UNIT/ 
YR3EMHE, YRS. EMPLOYED IN H.E./ STATIS, STATIS AS A USER/ 
YRSDEPT, YRS. ASSIGNED TO CURRENT DEPT./ EDUC, FORMAL EDUCATION/ 
AGE, AGE OF RESPONDENT/ SEX, SEX OF RESPONDENT/ 
ACT1, MCS. DOCUMENT REQUESTS/ ACT2, MCS. FEASIBITY STUDIES/ 
ACT3, MCS. ESTIMATES OF EFFORT/ ACT4 MCS. PRIORITIZING REQUESTS/ 
ACT5, MCS. PROJECTING RESOURCES/ ACTo, MCS. ASSIGNING RESOURCES/ 
ACT7, MCS. MASTER SCHEDULING/ ACT8, MCS. RECYCLING REQUE3T3/ 
ACT9, MCS. MONITORING REQUESTS/ 
ACTIO, MCS. EVAL. PERFORM. A SERVICE/ 
ACT11, MCS. EVAL. RESOURCES-ESTIMATING-SCHEDULING/ 
PARTI, PART. IN SCH./ PART2, PART. IN R.A./ 
PART3, PART. IN P.M./ PART4, PART. IN P.E./ 
AVSPART1 , ADV. STAFF ROLE IN SCH./ 
AVSPART2, ADV. STAFF ROLE IN R.A./ 
AVSPART3, ADV. STAFF ROLE IN P.M./ 
AV3PART4, ADV. STAFF ROLE IN P.E./ 
AVUPART1, ADV. USER ROLE IN SCH./ 
AVUPART2, ADV. USER ROLE IN R.A./ 
AVUPART3, ADV. USER ROLE IN P.M./ 
AVUPART4, ADV. USER ROLE IN P.E./ 
- — IM pERjr l% 3CH>/ 
IN PERF. EX. R.A./ 
IN PERF. EX. P.M./ 
CHPEREX1, CH. 
CHPEREX2, CH. 
CHPEREX3, CH. 
CHPEREX4, CH. IN PERF. EX. P.E./ 
CHPERD11 , CH. IN PERF. DI. SCH./ 
CHPERDI2, CH. IN PERF. DI. R.A./ 
CHPERDI3, CH. IN PERF. DI. P.M./ 
CHPERDI4, CH. IN PERF. DI. P.E./ 
CHEFFEX1, CH. IN SERV. EX. SCH./ 
CHEFFEX2, CH. IN SERV. EX. R.A./ 
CHEFFEX3, CH. IN SERV. EX. P.M./ 
CHEFFEX4, CH. IN SERV. EX. P.E./ 
CHEFFDI1, CH. IN SERV. DI. SCH./ 
CHEFFDI2, CH. IN SERV. DI. R.A./ 
IN SERV. DI. P.M./ 
IN SERV. DI. P.E./ 
CHEFFDI3, CH. 
CHEFFDI4, CH. 
TIMELY, SERVICE TIMELINESS/ 
QUALITY, SERVICE QUALITY/ 
QUANTITY, SERVICE QUANTITY/ 
453 
RUN NAME MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM-- BUILD PROGRAM 
(6) PBVS2 (7) PBVS3 (8) COLLI (9) C0LL2 (10) C0LL3 (11) C0LL4 
(12) COLL* (13) MASTER (14) DOCTORATE/AGE (1) UNDER 30 YRS. (2) 3 
0-39 YRS.(3) 40-49 YRS.(4) 50-59 YRS.(5) OVER 59 YRS./SEX (1) FEM 
ALE (2) MALE/ACT1 TO ACT11 (1) VERY IMPORTANT (2) IMP0RTANT(3) SO 
ME IMPORTANCE (4) LITTLE-NO IMPORTANCE (5) UNDECIDED/PARTI TO 
AVUPART4 (1) LITTLE OR NO (2) SOME-BUT LIMITED (3) MODERATE (4) C 
OSIDERABLE (5) VAST/CHPEREX1 TO CHEFFDI4 (1) GREATLY INCREASED 
(2) MODERATELY INCREASED (3) SLIGHTLY INCREASED (4) NO CHANGED 
(5) SLIGHTLY DECREASED (6) MODERATELY DECREASED (7) GREATLY DECRE 
ASED/TIMELY TO QUANTITY (1) HIGH LEVEL (5) LOW LEVEL/ 
READ INPUT DATA 
1015 5113223212215222 334211441122556624114577221 
2015 510411321111311213421233 22114554 121 
2013 309114221442331132111112 22125444 221 
2015 512421211121111123234444 33334444 122 
2015 304211221222322244334444 42244544 211 
1025 2113212211232112 323312333422544443324555122 
2022 211111222422312254545454 44444444 111 
2025 513322322222311121332233 13215655 213 
3025351331223132322332122 3244 32226666121 
3025351332311312442521134 3345 44334455211 
3025351332121211131313124 3124 45545456213 
1035 4132213211123121 445433532212667622126676221 
2035 
2035 
2035 
2033 
2035 
2032 
2032 
2035 
2035 
2035 
2035 
2032 
2033 
2033 
2033 
2032 
2035 
2033 
2034 
3031330431142334551141124 
3033331121111412321313124 
3033321221122111132224114 
303333II22HII3213II23135 
3033331221151232321115355 
1045 5112213442225213 
2134 12426545242 
4455 52213667111 
4224 43344554111 
4235 12146764312 
4234 13217567222 
223311114433445544444444122 
2045 511213322212312223242332 53524445 213 
2045 312511211221321355431213 21214456 111 
3045251442123222332224223 4444 22225555111 
3045221432133211232325422 5422 44337744321 
1055 5134112312115111 555511114444777744444444111 
2055 313222232222422242444244 31447577 m 
2055 213212342222343321112112 44434444 111 
2053 313224431221322221112222 32335554 111 
2055 513411322214432134432255 53444444 111 
M 
S 
S 
s 
s 
M 
S 
S 
u 
u 
u 
M 
311211121132211121311232 34225455 222 S 
409211111111111123222222 11114444 333 S 
510311221121312331311121 11444444 342 S 
311114221442441231233232 12314457 132 S 
509421422212211222231322 33214444 423 S 
212222331423222221322233 23425445 223 s 
211113422422332322111211 33335544 223 s 
512422222313422232224444 45454343 112 s 
114222212122322243325443 12237665 112 s 
111211222121222222121223 12225666 434 s 
308212311221111142441211 13217667 222 s 
212212222212111144443233 11116666 323 s 
211211321232222211412131 42324466 321 s 
310112322213211112323333 24225455 232 s 
311222221123321241334444 12215445 224 s 
211112221222212232332233 34335455 334 s 
5043IIIIIHI22II54335444 44444444 222. s 
205211444444434411 111 111 44444444 Ill s 
212221111211111144334332 44325556 232 s 
u 
u 
u 
u 
M 
s 
s 
u 
u 
M 
s 
s 
s 
s 
454 
RUN NAME MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM - BUILD PROGRAM 
3055251432123333232121133 
3 
3 
3 
1063 
2062 
2065 
2065 
2062 
1133 44444466111 
2132221111123111 432321452232665634324556321 
212211123223313352325243 42427445 222 
504325321123211223232323 21214546 321 
312222331331211244443333 44446666 222 
211321342422222311231333 22115567 432 
3065351152133113312121344 1223 23434435m 
3065351132433221332321221 3113 14124554222 
306 
306 
1075 
2075 
2075 
2074 
2075 
2074 
2075 
5144223331122212 344533454132355562432555212 
509224421312434423412141 32435426 121 
513312321211213233223343 21125665 222 
413212311112211254555555 43447777 121 
512311211212211155555555 11114444 111 
312211221121221243443233 22224444 212 
51332233224443323343 42424646 331 
3072221421133111232131232 1122 42114455443 
3073241421222222222224444 4444 55555555222 
3075231431343212332221233 2344 42424565322 
1085 5093223111123343 445352434313452415343745123 
2085 506421321221322223414433 45414447 341 
2085 507321211111113224544444 11117777 333 
1095 3114213111111223 442443244444444422444444122 
2095 504321311122211133333333 44447665 322 
2095 507422221113442443422234 11117777 111 
3095351132243221121343241 2131 23117464342 
3095351152122121122211243 1243 21123542323 
1105 5134212212315112 454441131233555544444444112 
2102 212221222221321224343234 33425546 231 
2105 504211221212211244233333 55555555 222 
2105 509211421311212134525551 22244444 211 
2105 508312212121322212223333 23336555 323 
3104341321122111111111122 
3104321422122222222122221 
3105351442334211322231411 
3103331111323331122224123 
3105351332244241121344554 
1125 2132232221223211 
1233 21116777222 
2222 22225555222 
1411 24334744312 
2424 33435455333 
64414446111 
443444442222666611114444232 
2122 
2123 
2122 
2124 
212 
31221 
31211 
31211 
31231 
31231 
1135 
2132 
2135 
2135 
2133 
210121211232321244555555 33446677 
213323122332222355554444 111 17777 
210224321113411145551314 21115444 
312211111512142255555544 11717777 
332 
223 
111 
211 
1M-13232121321 1 1433 1212 23215777343 
1112235344132222555 1112 41114777121 
1011231232221211212 1112 22214445222 
IOIII31I3223322III2 1122 11117777253 
1012133222131114244 2222 22227777231 
3134233321223222 333411134333455555434444222 
211111451231412143414241 11145554 
311411211222312255555555 44447777 211 
211211421113421155555555 44447777 ] 
212321121111212155555555 11114444 111 
U 
M 
S 
S 
S 
S 
U 
U 
M 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
u 
u 
u 
M 
s 
s 
M 
s 
s 
u 
u 
M 
S 
S 
S 
S 
U 
u 
u 
u 
u 
M 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
M 
s 
s 
s 
s 
455 
RUN NAME MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM - BUILD PROGRAM 
313 
1115 5132113424212123 444213233242544655224455432 
2112 212114221255555211221121 
2112 208323421342212341321343 
2115 509422222222222245554555 
2115 504521311221321243335332 
2115 509221221221322333441121 
2112 211212121321211223132313 
2115 511 1125155155524 342 33 
2115 50932223121132112531 
2115 506321322324321232552333 
2115 504311321121211244443544 
3112320332121131321134444 
3115351142135155152322123 
3113331122132212322233333 
3115351041234232222223332 
31153501421113121 32.111444 
3115350442123321121114341 
3113331011114112121113342 
3112321231134133141221222 
3115320521322112421111333 
3112321222252212132332354 
3115350921143112232222344 
2304 413224211321321221441143 
213121211222212133234233 
212121221321422342314244 
213223231212322321323142 
512222221332322245434553 
213225521212522344531233 
112211221222322241423132 
312211321312311222332333 
4444 
4342 
4444 
3333 
4344 
3233 
4433 
2234 
3333 
3443 
1234 
11117777 111 S 
42325465 132 S 
33335555 211 S 
33434444 Ml S 
24225455 312 S 
44445555 323 S 
3 43 323 S 
24 321 S 
122 S 
33335555 S 
l . 22226666231 u 
1 24247434352 u 
1 33336666121 u 
1 22226666433 u 
44444444111 u 
2302 
2302 
2303 
2305 
2304 
2302 
2305 
1203 
2203 
2202 
2203 
2203 
SAVE 
FINISH 
23333454121 U 
33224457232 U 
34234567223 U 
22223333232 U 
53343535221 U 
22137656111 U 
22335566 223 S 
23334544 221 S 
42347664 221 S 
34215456 213 S 
44436665 312 S 
121 S 
33445454 211 S 
32124465 112 S 
2132112121122211 443332224322445445446344112 
212111212111221155545555 44445555 HI 
211111322121321143544454 65763422 131 
213211111111111155555555 55553333 221 
212221221111222155553434 66661111 121 
FILE 


